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FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 
[  47  CFR  Parti] 

[FOC  76-640;  Docket  No.  19716] 

COMMUNITY  PROBLEMS;  ASCERTAIN¬ 
MENT  BY  BROADCAST  APPLICANTS 

Notice  of  Inquiry  and  Proposed  Rulemaking 

In  the  matter  of  ascertainment  of  com¬ 
munity  problems  by  broadcast  appli¬ 
cants. 

1.  Hie  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  its  Notice  of  Inquiry  in  the 
above-entitled  matter,  relating  to  Ascer¬ 
tainment  of  Community  Problems  by 
Broadcast  Applicants,  (Docket  No. 
19715),  40  FCC  2d  379  (1973) .  Also  before 
the  Commission  for  consideration  are  the 
137  comments  and  38  reply  comments  re¬ 
ceived  in  response  to  the  Notice  of  In¬ 
quiry  in  this  proceeding.  As  set  forth 
below,  we  deal  here  only  with  ascertain¬ 
ment  requirements  for  renewal  appli¬ 
cants. 

Introduction 

2.  In  its  Report  and  Statement  of  Pol¬ 
icy  Re;  Commission  En  Banc  Program¬ 
ming  Inquiry,  25  FR  7291,  20  RR  1901 
(I960),  the  Commission  stated  that 
“  •  •  •  the  principal  ingredient  of  the 
licensee’s  obligation  to  operate  his  sta¬ 
tion  in  the  public  interest  is  the  diligent, 
positive  and  continuing  effort  *  *  *  to 
discover  and  fulfill  the  tastes,  needs  and 
desires  of  his  service  area,  for  broadcast 
service.”  In  the  fulfillment  of  this  obli¬ 
gation,  broadcasters  were  advised  that 
they  should  conduct  consultations  in  two 
main  areas:  First,  with  members  of  the 
listening  public  who  will  receive  the  sta¬ 
tion’s  signal;  and,  second,  with  leaders 
of  community  life — public  officials,  edu¬ 
cators,  religious,  agriculture,  business, 
labor,  professional,  eleemosynary  organi¬ 
zations,  and  others  who  bespeak  the  in¬ 
terests  which  make  up  the  community. 

3.  Following  several  years  of  confu¬ 
sion  as  to  the  ascertainment  require¬ 
ments — particularly  as  to  the  purpose  of 
the  consultations — set  forth  in  the  1960 
Programming  Policy  Statement,  supra, 
the  Commission,  on  February  23,  1973, 
issued  a  Primer  on  Ascertainment  of 
Community  Problems  by  Broadcast  Ap¬ 
plicants,  27  FCC  2d  650,  36  FR  4092 
(hereinafter  Primer),  in  an  effort  to 
clarify  the  broadcast  applicant’s  obliga¬ 
tion  in  this  area.1 


1  In  Issuing  Its  Primer,  the  Commission 
noted  that  its  guidelines  applied  to  appli¬ 
cants  for  construction  permits  for  new  broad¬ 
cast  stations  and  for  a  facilities  change  where 
the  station's  proposed  held  Intensity  contour 
(Grade  B  for  TV,  the  1  mV/m  for  PM,  and 
the  0.5  mV/m  for  AM)  encompasses  a  new 
area  equal  to  or  greater  than  50  percent  of 
the  area  within  the  station's  present  con¬ 
tours;  for  construction  permit  applications 
or  license  modifications  to  change  station  lo¬ 
cation;  construction  permits  for  satellite 
television  stations;  and  the  assignee's  or 
transferee’s  (except  in  cases  of  proforma 
transfer)  portion  of  assignment  or  transfer 
applications.  Primer,  supra,  at  682.  Addition¬ 
ally,  the  Commission  noted  that,  "  •  •  •  as 
an  interim  measure  until  other  standards 
are  adopted,  renewal  applicants  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  comply  with  the  Primer.”  Primer, 
supra,  at  655. 
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4.  To  begin,  under  the  guidelines  set 
forth  in  the  Primer,  applicants  must 
determine  the  demographics  and  com¬ 
position  of  the  city  of  license,  indicating 
its  economic,  social,  racial,  ethnic  and 
other  significant  characteristics.  There¬ 
after,  and  within  the  six  month  period 
prior  to  filing  a  broadcast  application, 
the  applicant  must  conduct  two  sur¬ 
veys — one  of  community  leaders  and  the 
other  of  members  of  the  general  public. 
These  surveys  must  be  conducted  to  as¬ 
certain  community  “problems,  needs  and 
interests”  as  distinguished  from  program 
preferences. 

5.  As  indicated,  to  ascertain  the  com¬ 
munity’s  problems,  needs  and  interests, 
the  applicant’s  principals  or  manage¬ 
ment  level  employees  must  interview 
community  leaders  representing  a  cross- 
section  of  the  community  as  revealed  in 
the  compositional  study.  While  an  appli¬ 
cant  is  expected  to  make  reasonable  and 
good  faith  efforts  to  interview  leaders  in 
each  significant  community  element 
(e.g.,  labor,  religious,  etc.),  interviews 
with  leaders  of  all  groups  within  each 
significant  element  are  not  required.  The 
applicant,  in  this  respect,  has  broad  dis¬ 
cretion  in  selecting  leaders  from  each 
significant  element  in  the  community — 
discretion  the  Commission  will  not  dis¬ 
turb  absent  a  showing,  supported  by  ap¬ 
propriates  data,  that  a  significant  element 
of  the  community  has  been  omitted.  The 
applicant  must  also  identify  each  leader 
interviewed  by  name,  position  and  orga¬ 
nization  represented. 

6.  With  respect  to  the  general  public 
survey,  applicants  must  make  efforts  to 
consult  with  a  random  sample  thereof. 
The  random  sample  need  not  be  a  sta¬ 
tistically  reliable  sampling,  but  may  be 
taken  from  a  city  directory,  or  may  be 
done  on  a  geographical  basis.  Also,  the 
applicant  has  a  wider  choice  as  to  who 
can  conduct  the  general  public  survey — 
namely,  principals,  management  level  or 
other  employees,  and  professional  re¬ 
search  organizations.  The  applicant,  in 
this  connection,  need  not  identify  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  public  interviewed,  but  must 
identify  the  number  of  consultations  and 
the  methods  used. 

7.  Having  completed  its  community 
leader  and  general  public  surveys,  the 
Primer  requires  the  applicant  to  list  all 
problems  (excluding  the  frivolous)  ascer¬ 
tained.  Based  on  its  evaluation  of  these 
problems,  the  applicant  must  determine 
which  problems  merit  treatment  on  its 
facilities.  The  applicant,  in  this  regard,  is 
not  expected  to  treat  all  ascertained 
problems.  With  respect  to  those  problems 
it  proposes  to  treat,  however,  the  appli¬ 
cant  must  propose  what  programs  it  will 
broadcast  to  deal  with  those  problems, 
giving  a  description  of  the  program  or 
program  series,  its  anticipated  time  seg¬ 
ment,  duration  and  frequency  of  broad¬ 
cast. 

Notice  of  Inquiry 

PART  I — THE  ROLES  OF  RADIO  AND  TELEVISION 

8.  In  the  instant  Notice  of  Inquiry  we 
set  out  to  explore,  first,  whether  there  is 


a  difference  between  the  respective  roles 
of  radio  and  television  in  discharging 
their  statutory  responsibility  to  serve  the 
“public  interest,  convenience  and  neces¬ 
sity”;  and,  second,  whether  the  ascer¬ 
tainment  guidelines  set  forth  in  the 
Primer,  supra,  should  be  modified,  par¬ 
ticularly  with  respect  to  applicants  seek¬ 
ing  renewal  of  their  broadcast  licenses. 

9.  The  comments  received  only  touched 
upon  Part  I  of  the  instant  Notice  in  a 
peripheral  manner,  if  at  all.  Those  com¬ 
menting  on  Part  I,  however,  generally 
recognize  differences  between  radio  and 
television  in  terms  of  economics,  station 
and  market  size,  and  the  number  of  em¬ 
ployees.  The  commenting  parties  also 
recognize  that  radio  stations — which 
generally  offer  a  specialized  format — 
serve  more  localized  audiences  than  do 
television  stations  which,  for  the  most 
part,  are  located  in  larger  markets  and 
provide  programming  of  more  “general 
interest.”  Despite  these  differences,  how¬ 
ever,  most  commenting  parties  seem  to 
agree — to  one  extent  or  another — that 
the  basic  purpose  of  both  radio  and  tele¬ 
vision  is  to  present  entertainment  and 
informational  programming  to  the  pub¬ 
lic.  Any  differences  cited  in  this  respect 
seem  to  relate  to  the  means  of  providing 
that  programming.  As  noted  by  the  Com¬ 
munity  Coalition  For  Media  Change,  for 
example,  the  roles  are  the  same  and 
such  differences  as  there  are  derive  from 
the  fact  that  one  offers  aural  communi¬ 
cation  and  the  other  aural  and  visual 
communication.  These  differences,  it  is 
maintained,  only  relate  to  how  a  licensee 
of  a  radio  or  television  station  through 
its  programming  efforts  fulfills  its  public 
interest  obligation.  The  comments  do 
reveal  a  point  of  contention,  however. 
Some  parties  maintain  that  the  differ¬ 
ences  noted  above  have  a  direct  bearing 
on  each  licensee’s  ascertainment  efforts. 
These  parties  assert,  therefore,  that  the 
Commission  must  take  such  factors  into 
account  when  establishing  ascertainment 
guidelines.  Spanish  International  Com¬ 
munications  Corporation,  for  example, 
maintains  that  radio  stations  with  spe¬ 
cialized  formats  should  be  permitted  to 
limit  their  ascertainment  efforts  to  their 
audiences;  and,  moreover,  that  they 
should  be  permitted  to  limit  their  broad¬ 
cast  material  dealing  with  community 
problems,  needs  and  interests  to  those 
audiences.  Comments  to  the  contraiy 
maintain  that  there  are  and  should  be 
no  differences  between  the  ascertainment 
requirements  for  radio  and  television 
stations.  Black  Efforts  For  Soul  in  Tele¬ 
vision  (BEST),  for  example,  states:  “It 
is  true  that  radio  and  television  are  dif¬ 
ferent  modes  of  communication  that 
provide  primary  service  to  different 
groups  in  terms  of  age,  sex,  inco  ne  and 
taste,  and  serve  them  at  different  times 
of  the  day  and  at  different  listening  or 
viewing  locations.”  But,  continues  BEST, 
“these  factors  do  not  provide  rational 
grounds  for  the  Commission  to  deter¬ 
mine  that  either  medium  should  have 
different  standards  for  ascertaining  the 
problems,  needs  and  interests  of  the  com¬ 
munities  they  seek  to  serve  *  •  •” 
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10.  In  the  1930’s  and  1940’s,  radio  was 
the  sole  electronic  communications  me¬ 
dium  for  bringing  to  the  general  public  a 
“rapid  and  efficient”  nationwide  broad¬ 
cast  service  (47  U.S.C.  151).  Since  the 
1950’s,  however,  we  have  witnessed  the 
spectacular  growth  of  television — a 
broadcast  medium  which  now  reaches 
over  96  percent  of  the  nation’s  homes. 
The  phenomenal  growth  of  television  has 
had  a  dramatic  effect  on  radio  in  terms 
of  station  operation  and  programming 
technique.  With  the  rapid  development 
of  television  and  the  divergence  of  na¬ 
tional  advertising  revenues  to  this  new 
medium,  radio  broadcasters  were  forced 
to  cut  operating  costs — operating  staffs 
were  cut  to  a  minimum  by  using  combi¬ 
nation  positions  where  possible,  by  hav¬ 
ing  the  program  log  kept  by  the  an¬ 
nouncer,  newsperson,  or  disc  jockey  (by 
the  person  on  duty.)  Joint  studio-trans¬ 
mitter  operations,  remote  control,  auto¬ 
mation,  and  other  operating  techniques 
became  the  rule  rather  than  the  excep¬ 
tion  during  the  1950’s,  and  have  re¬ 
mained  so  today.  Radio  programming 
was  revamped  for  casual  listening.  Back¬ 
ground  music,  news  and  other  bits  of  in¬ 
formation  interspersed  by  the  disc 
jockey  between  records  became,  and  have 
remained,  the  staple  of  radio  program¬ 
ming. 

11.  The  nature,  scope  and  reasons  for 
these  changes  in  radio  cannot  go  un¬ 
recognized  if  we  are  to  develop  ascertain¬ 
ment  guidelines  that  are  workable  and 
useful.  A  station  with  few  employees,  for 
instance,  cannot  be  expected  to  conduct 
a  community  survey  as  extensive  as  its 
larger  television  counterpart.8  Similarly, 
how  a  licensee  of  a  radio  station  decides 
to  respond  to  the  many  conflicting  and 
competing  problems  and  needs  of  the 
public  within  its  service  area  may  differ 
substantially  from  the  manner  in  which 
its  television  counterpart  serves  the  pub¬ 
lic. 

12.  Some  broadcasters  contend  that 
radio,  by  comparison  with  television,  op¬ 
erates  with  a  handicap  not  often  recog¬ 
nized.  They  claim  that  any  pronounced 
amount  of  talk  on  radio  has  a  tendency 
to  cause  listeners  to  tune  to  another  sta¬ 
tion,  usually  in  search  of  music.  The  au¬ 
ral  and  visual  techniques  of  television,  it 
is  asserted,  make  talk  on  this  medium 
more  attractive  than  it  seems  to  be  on 
radio.  In  providing  listeners  with  their 
favorite  music,  news  capsules  and  other 
tidbits  of  information  without  requiring 
extended  concentration,  radio  may  have 
no  peer.  This  does  not  mean,  however, 
that  radio  stations  are  under  no  obliga¬ 
tion  to  provide  programming  related  to 
community  problems,  needs  and  inter¬ 
ests.  Of  course,  any  notion  that  a  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  a  program  unless  at  least  15 
or  30  minutes  in  length  fails  to  compre¬ 
hend  radio  broadcasting  as  it  currently 


*  In  1973,  television  stations  averaged  about 
59  full-time  and  6  part-time  employees  (see 
Television  Broadcast  Financial  Data — 1973, 
released  August  28,  1974) ,  whereas  radio  sta¬ 
tions  averaged  about  11  full-time  and  4  part- 
time  employees  (see  AM  and  FM  Broadcast 
Financial  Data — 1973,  released  January  17, 
1975). 
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exists.  Given  today’s  medium,  we  think 
it  important  to  reiterate  our  opinion 
that  an  effective  public  service  job  can 
be  done  on  radio  programs  of  a  shorter 
duration — vignettes,  they  might  be 
called.  See  Columbia  Broadcasting  Sys¬ 
tem,  Inc.,  FCC  75-149,  32  RR  2d  1270 
(1975) ;  Great  Trails  Broadcasting  Corp., 
39  FCC  2d  39  (1972).  In  sum,  the  types 
of  appropriate  service  may  differ  from 
community  to  community,  from  service 
to  service,  from  station  to  station,  and 
from  time  to  time.  The  licensee’s  prudent 
judgment  on  how  to  best  serve  its  com¬ 
munity  will  therefore  be  accorded  great 
weight  by  the  Commission.  In  the  final 
analysis,  however,  we  must  concur  with 
the  comments  of  BEST  and  others  fil¬ 
ing  similar  comments  that  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  radio  and  television  do 
not  provide  a  reasonable  basis  for  devel¬ 
oping  different  ascertainment  standards 
for  AM  and  FM  on  the  one  hand  and 
TV  on  the  other.  While  each  service  per¬ 
forms  a  somewhat  different  role  in  serv¬ 
ing  the  public,  all  broadcast  licensees 
have  the  same  basic  obligation  to  dis¬ 
cover  and  fulfill  the  problems,  needs  and 
interests  of  the  public  within  their  serv¬ 
ice  areas,  for  broadcast  service.* 

Summary  of  action  taken.  13.  Based 
on  our  review  of  the  record  in  this  pro¬ 
ceeding,  thus  far,  we  are  convinced  that 
different  ascertainment  guidelines  for  re¬ 
newal  applicants  vis-a-vis  all  other 
broadcast  applicants  are  justified.  As  dis¬ 
cussed  in  more  detail  below,  since  an  ex¬ 
isting  licensee’s  obligation  is  to  make  a 
continuing  effort  to  discover  and  fulfill 
the  problems  and  needs  of  the  public 
within  the  station’s  service  area,  we  be¬ 
lieve  the  more  appropriate  procedure  for 
renewal  applicants  calls  for  ascertain¬ 
ment  throughout  the  license  term  rather 
than  during  the  six  months  prior  to  fil¬ 
ing  of  the  application.  This  continuous 
ascertainment  effort  must,  of  course,  in¬ 
volve  consultations  Vith  both  a  repre¬ 
sentative  cross-section  of  community 
leaders  and  a  generally  random  sample  of 
members  of  the  general  public.  For  an 
existing  licensee,  however,  we  believe  that 
these  interviews  can  be  conducted  by 
principals,  management-level  and  other 
employees  of  the  station  acting  under  the 
direction  and  supervision  of  a  principal 
or  management  level  employee.  Further, 
the  interview  process  proposed  herein  will 
allow  for  a  multiplicity  of  dialogue  tech¬ 
niques  (e.g.,  community  leader  lunch¬ 
eons,  joint  consultations,  person-to-per¬ 
son  interviews  during  regular  business 
meetings,  etc.) . 


-•As  set  forth  in  paragraphs  65-69,  Infra, 
we  are  proposing  an  exemption  from  most 
of  the  revised  documentation  and  filing  pro¬ 
posals  herein  for  stations  licensed  to  smaller 
communities.  As  Is  made  clear  elsewhere  In 
this  Further  Notice,  we  do  not  Intend  to  re¬ 
lieve  such  broadcasters  from  the  obligation 
to  ascertain  their  communities,  but  only 
from  most  of  the  requirements  of  FCC  rec¬ 
ord-keeping.  A  staff  Inquiry  Indicates  that 
some  1,900  radio  stations  and  14  television 
stations  are  currently  licensed  to  communi¬ 
ties  whose  populations  are  less  than  10,000, 
and  which  lie  outside  all  Standard  Metro¬ 
politan  Statistical  Areas  (SMSA’s).  See  Ap¬ 
pendix  E. 


14.  As  noted  above,  under  existing  re¬ 
quirements  new  applicants  are  required 
to  conduct  a  compositional  study  of  the 
city  of  license  to  become  familiar  with 
its  population  characteristics  and  com¬ 
munity  institutions  and  elements.  While 
a  renewal  applicant,  under  the  proce¬ 
dures  suggested  herein,  will  be  required 
to  have  on  file  certain  population  data, 
a  detailed  compositional  study  will  no 
longer  be  required.  In  lieu  thereof,  we 
have  identified  19  typical  institutions  and 
elements  normally  present  in  a  com- 
muntiy  (Appendix  C) ,  and  we  expect  the 
licensee  to  utilize  this  listing  in  conduct¬ 
ing  its  community  leader  survey.*  Ab¬ 
sent  a  compelling  showing  to  the  con¬ 
trary,  interviews  with  leaders  in  each  of 
the  enumerated  categories  on  an  annual 
basis  will  establish  a  prima  facie  case  of 
compliance  with  the  Commission’s  as¬ 
certainment  guidelines.  So  far  as  the 
general  public  survey  is  concerned,  under 
the  procedures  recommended  herein  a 
licensee  must  make  a  reasonable  and 
good  faith  effort  to  consult  with  a  gen¬ 
erally  random  sample  at  a  period  of  his 
choosing  during  the  license  term.  If  the 
licensee  follows  a  method  designed  to 
produce  a  roughly  random  sample,  com¬ 
pliance  with  our  requirements  will  be 
achieved.  A  licensee  may,  of  course,  con¬ 
tinue  to  use  a  professional  research  firm 
to  conduct  its  general  public  survey. 

15.  With  respect  to  documentation,  we 
have  set  out  for  particular  comment  the 
following  proposals  for  non-exempt  sta¬ 
tions,  involving  modification  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  §  1.526  of  the  Commission’s  rules 
(Appendix  A) : 

(a)  That  each  licensee  deposit  in  its 
public  inspection  file  yearly,  on  the  an¬ 
niversary  date  upon  which  the  station’s 
renewal  application  normally  would  be 
filed,  an  annual  community  leader.check- 
list  showing  the  number  of  such  leaders 
interviewed  in  the  enumerated  cate¬ 
gories  during  the  preceding  12  months; 

(b)  That  within  45  days  following  such 
a  community-leader  interview,  each  li¬ 
censee  place  in  its  public  inspection  file 
information  identifying  the:  (i)  name 
and  address  of  the  leader  consulted,  (ii) 
group  or  organization  represented,  (iii) 
date,  time  and  place  of  the  interview,  (iv) 
problem(s),  need(s)  or  interest (s)  iden¬ 
tified  during  the  interview,  (v)  name  of 
the  licensee  representative  conducting 
the  interview,  and  (vi)  name  of  the  re¬ 
viewer  of  the  completed  record  of  con¬ 
sultation  (a  principal  or  management- 
level  employee) . 

(c)  That  at  some  time  prior  to  filing 
for  renewal  of  license,  the  licensee  place 
in  the  station’s  public  inspection  file  a 
narrative  description  of  the  methods 
used  to  survey  members  of  the  general 
public  and  the  number  of  people  con¬ 
sulted  during  the  survey.  Also  to  be  de¬ 
posited  is  information  relating  to  the 
population  characteristics  of  its  com¬ 
munity  of  license  and  service  area. 


4  This  documentation  would  not  be  re¬ 
quired  for  exempt  small-community  licensees 
(Note  3,  supra) ,  although  the  checklist  might 
be  helpful  to  them. 
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16.  At  renewal  time  each  licensee  to 
whom  these  documentation  requirements 
apply  would  be  asked  to  certify,  on  the 
renewal  application  itself,  that  all  ap¬ 
propriate  data  has  been  placed  in  the 
station’s  public  inspection  file.  Addition¬ 
ally,  the  annual  community  leader 
checklists  would  be  submitted  as  ex¬ 
hibits  in  support  of  the  renewal  applica¬ 
tion. 

17.  Certain  proposals  for  documenta¬ 
tion  of  the  ascertainment  effort  would 
apply  to  all  licensees,  even  those  whose 
stations  come  under  the  small-com¬ 
munity  exemption  discussed  at  para¬ 
graph  67,  infra.  Thus,  every  licensee 
would  be  required  to  place  in  the  sta¬ 
tion’s  public  inspection  file  yearly,  on  the 
anniversary  date  upon  which  the  sta¬ 
tion’s  renewal  application  normally 
would  be  filed,  an  annual  listing  of  what 
the  licensee  believes  to  have  been  the 
most  significant  problems  and  needs  (up 
to  10)  discovered  during  the  preceding 
12  months,  together  with  typical  and  il¬ 
lustrative  programs  or  program  series — 
excluding  ordinary  news  inserts — broad¬ 
cast  to  help  meet  those  problems  and 
needs.  At  renewal  time,  these  annual 
problem-program  lists  would  be  filed  as 
exhibits  with  the  renewal  application 
itself. 

PART  H — ASCERTAINMENT  GUIDELINES  FOR 
RENEWAL  APPLICANTS 

18.  Although  neither  the  comments 
received  in  this  Inquiry  nor  our  own  re¬ 
cent  experiences  give  us  a  basis  for  vary¬ 
ing,  as  between  radio  and  television,  the 
standards  for  ascertainment  as  a  proc¬ 
ess,  we  have  found  in  the  record  of 
Docket  19715  reason  to  believe  that  the 
public  interest  would  be  served  by  some 
modification  of  the  requirements  of  the 
present  Primer  as  they  apply  to  commer¬ 
cial  broadcast  license  renewal  applicants, 
whether  their  service  is  aural  only,  or 
aural  and  visual.*  Moreover,  we  have  rea¬ 
son  to  anticipate  that  some  of  the 
changes  proposed  for  renewal  candidates 
might  also  be  feasibly  and  justifiably  ap¬ 
plied  to  other  broadcast  applications. 
Therefore,  for  the  moment,  we  choose  to 
resolve  this  Inquiry  only  insofar  as  it  ap¬ 
plies  to  ascertainment  of  their  communi¬ 
ties  by  renewal  applicants,  and  will  hold 
the  docket  open  for  such  further  action 
with  respect  to  other  kinds  of  broadcast 
applications  as  we  may  determine  here¬ 
after  to  be  in  the  public  Interest. 

Should  an  Ascertainment  of  Community 
Problems  Be  Made  Six  Months  Before 
Piling  an  Application,  as  Now  Re¬ 
quired,  at  Some  Different  Time,  or  on 
a  Continuing  Basis?  How  Should  It  Be 
Documented? 

19.  Comments  favoring  some  form  of 
“continuing  ascertainment  [Question  n 

•  This  Inquiry  and  Its  resolution  cover  only 
applications  for  commercial  broadcast 
licenses.  A  Notice  of  Inquiry  and  Notice  of 
Proposed  Rulemaking  on  ascertainment  of 
community  problems  by  non-commercial 
educational  broadcast  facilities  (Docket  No. 
19816)  was  released  on  September  11,  1978, 
(42  FCC  2d  690)  and  remains  under  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Commission. 


(b)  (1)  ]  outnumbered,  by  a  large  margin, 
the  combination  of  those  supporting  the 
current  six  months  pre-filing  require¬ 
ment  plus  those  arguing  for  some  “dif- 
-ferent”  but  uniform  time  period  within 
which  licensees  should  survey  their  com¬ 
munities.  Certain  proponents  of  continu¬ 
ing  ascertainment,  such  as  the  National 
Association  of  Broadcasters  (NAB)  and 
Westinghouse  (Group  W) ,  argue  that  an 
on-going  process  is  simply  natural,  and 
even  necessary,  because  *  “problems 
change.”  Other  proponents  perceived  a 
negative  effect  of  the  six-month  pre-fil¬ 
ing  requirement.  The  North  Carolina  As¬ 
sociation  of  Broadcasters,  for  example, 
found  a  disincentive  to  undertake  sur¬ 
veys  throughout  the  license  period  be¬ 
cause  the  licensee  knows  “he  will  receive 
little  credit  for  his  efforts.”  University  of 
Chicago  Professors  Milton  Friedman 
(economics)  and  Harry  Kalven  Jr.  (law) 
and  WAIT  Radio  President  Maurice 
Rosenfield,  fifing  individually  and  on  be¬ 
half  of  WAIT,  suggest  that: 

[A]  station  Is  encouraged — Indeed,  again, 
It  is  warned — to  stay  even  with  the  projec¬ 
tions  of  three  years  earlier  and  keep  Its  prob¬ 
lem  programming  frozen  to  what  was  pro¬ 
posed. 

20.  Although  posed  as  such  for  con¬ 
venience  of  discussion,  the  question  of 
continuous  ascertainment  does  not  really 
represent  an  option  for  the  renewal  can¬ 
didate.  It  is  not  an  “either/or”  by  com¬ 
parison  with  the  current  six  months  pre¬ 
filing  requirement.  It  is  an  undiminished 
obligation  that  dates  back  at  least  to  the 
1960  Programming  Policy  Statement, 
supra,  there  expressed  as  the  “diligent, 
positive  and  continuing  effort  by  the  li¬ 
censee  to  discover  and  fulfill  the  tastes, 
needs  and  desires  of  his  community  or 
service  area.”  (Emphasis  supplied)  25 
FR  at  7294.  It  is  important  to  observe 
that  the  quote  refers  to  an  existing  li¬ 
censee,  not  to  a  new  applicant  nor  to  a 
prospective  assignee.  Since  the  adoption 
of  the  Primer  in  1971,  of  course,  the  still- 
viable  idea  of  continuous  ascertainment 
has  been  somewhat  overshadowed  by  the 
administrative  convenience  of  a  “record” 
ascertainment  taking  plaice  within  a  fixed 
time  period.  We  have  found  it  useful  that 
new  applicants  and  assignees  should  be 
prescribed  a  period  not  too  far  removed 
from  the  filing  dates  of  their  applica¬ 
tions — such  as  six  months  prior — within 
which  to  begin  to  write  the  history  of 
their  broadcast  services  through  the  con¬ 
duct  of  ascertainment  surveys.  For  them, 
there  is  no  “continuity”  from  the  past. 
Once  they  become  licensees,  looking  to¬ 
ward  renewal,  the  1960  obligation  at¬ 
taches. 

21.  Thus,  with  respect  to  renewal  ap¬ 
plicants,  the  point  of  the  instant  Inquiry 
has  been  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
establishing  a  continuous  ascertainment 
procedure  actually  capable  of  being  mon¬ 
itored  and  evaluated.  For  the  reasons 
noted  above,  we  submit  that  an  ascer¬ 
tainment  reporting  requirement  of  six 
months  every  three  years  is  not  only  ar¬ 


tificial  when  applied  to  renewal  appli¬ 
cants,  but  In  fact  discontinuous.  Yet,  on 
the  record,  during  this  interim  period 
since  1971,  it  is  all  we  have  had  by 
which  the  licensee,  his  public  and  the 
Commission  could  measure  the  likeli¬ 
hood  that  future  service  would  be  in  the 
public  interest. 

22.  In  the  discussion  which  follows,  we 
shall  set  forth  a  procedure  by  which  we 
believe  continuous  ascertainment  for  ex¬ 
isting  licensees  looking  toward  renewal 
can  be  accomplished  and  documented  in 
the  public  interest.  Before  proceeding  to 
that  explanation,  however,  we  wish  to 
acknowledge  two  principal  concerns  ex¬ 
pressed  in  comments  favoring  retention 
of  the  present  six  months  pre-filing  re¬ 
quirement  on  the  timing  of  ascertain¬ 
ment.  Black  Efforts  for  Soul  in  Television 
(BEST)  suggested,  for  example,  that  the 
six-month  period  “represents  a  good 
compromise  between  the  desires  to  have 
the  most  recent  data  possible  and  yet  to 
also  give  the  broadcaster  sufficient  time 
to  analyze  the  results  and  conduct  of  a 
profitable  dialogue  with  community  lead¬ 
ers  and  groups  about  them  *  •  •”  A  pro¬ 
fessional  survey  firm,  Media  Statistics, 
commented  that  “lack  of  a  designated 
period  could  increase  the  end  cost  of  as¬ 
certainment  by  reducing  the  opportunity 
for  savings  in  cooperative  ascertainment 
efforts.” 

23.  We  believe  that  the  procedure  set 
out  below  accounts  for  both  these  con¬ 
cerns,  and  many  others  as  well.  Continu¬ 
ous  ascertainment — and  the  means  by 
which  we  ask  it  to  be  documented — will 
still  yield  recent  data,  since  the  spread  of 
documented  community  leader  inter¬ 
views,  for  example,  will  cover  the  third 
year  of  the  license  term  as  well  as  the 
first  and  second  years.  Moreover,  the 
third  of  the  annual  filings  of  lists  of 
community  problems  and  illustrative  pro¬ 
grams  (See  paragraph  57,  Infra)  would 
take  place  at  renewal  time  Itself.  Even 
more  obviously,  this  procedure  for  con¬ 
tinuous  ascertainment  would  Increase  the 
“sufficient  time”  which  as  BEST  cor¬ 
rectly  states,  the  broadcaster  needs  to 
analyze  survey  results  and  to  apply  them 
to  local  dialogue  with  his  listeners.  As 
for  the  “cooperative”  or  joint  licensee 
ascertainment  efforts  mentioned  by 
Media  Statistics,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
procedure  set  out  below  which  would  pre¬ 
vent  continuation  of  this  practice.  To  say 
that  licensees  no  longer  need  to  conduct 
their  entire  “record”  ascertainments  in 
the  space  of  a  final  six  months  is  not  to 
say  they  can’t  get  together  for  surveys 
either  inside  or  outside  that  time  frame, 
If  they  choose.  Moreover,  to  the  extent 
that  the  mounting  of  the  survey  effort 
within  six  months  has  been  a  burden  on 
money  and  resources,  especially  for 
smaller  broadcasters,  the  continuous  as¬ 
certainment  procedure  should  at  least 
spread  that  burden  over  time,  and  may  to 
some  extent  diminish  the  need  for  joint 
ascertainment — even  though  that  meth¬ 
od  remains  acceptable.  (See  paragraph 
41,  Infra). 
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A:e  Consultations  With  Community 

Leadens  and  Members  of  the  Public,  in 

the  Manner  Provided  by  thij  Primer, 

Helpful  to  the  Station  and  to  ;the  Pub¬ 
lic  Which  the  Station  Is  Licensed  To 

Serve?  » 

24.  On  the  record  before  us,  the  an¬ 
swers  to  this  section  [11(b)  (2)  ]  of  the 
Inquiry  are  mixed.  Even  strong  propo¬ 
nents  of  the  existing  Primer  are  not  com¬ 
pletely  satisfied  with  it.  The  United 
Church  of  Christ  (UCC),  for  example, 
believes  that  a  community  leader  Inter¬ 
view  must  consist  of  more  than  “a  casual 
question  at  a  chance  encounter  between  a 
station  employee  and  the  person  con¬ 
sulted,"  which  UCC  Claims  does  occur 
under  the  present  procedures.  BE8T  sug¬ 
gests  that  “more  basic  ascertainment 
data  should  be  made  available  to  the 
public,"  particularly  as  regards  “lists  of 
problems  and  needs  the  broadcaster 
claims  to  have  formulated”  from  his  sur¬ 
veys.  At  the  other  extreme  the  National 
Association  of  PM  Broadcasters 
(NAPMB) ,  while  arguing  that  present 
ascertainment  requirements  “either 
should  be  deleted  in  their  entirety  or,  at 
least,  substantially  modified,”  neverthe¬ 
less  submitted  In  reply  comments  a  sur¬ 
vey  of  its  membership  indicating  that 
nearly  20  percent  of  those  answering  the 
survey  “relied  on  formal  ascertainment” 
In  connection  with  renewal  to  discover 
and  meet  community  problems. 

25.  We  find  unacceptable  as  a  rationale 
for  regulatory  change  the  declarations 
that  Primer-style  consultations  are  “hog- 
wash”  and  a  “complete  waste  of  time,” 
on  the  alleged  ground  that  “not  once 
have  we  learned  anything  about  our 
community  that  we  didn’t  already 
know."*  At  the  same  time,  we  can  re¬ 
spond  usefully,  we  believe,  to  comments 
from  broadcasters  that  the  currently 
rather  formal,  relatively  detailed  ascer¬ 
tainment  procedure  of  the  Primer  Is  not 
only  more  burdensome  than  it  need  be — 
especially  to  smaller  stations — but  also 
may  be  counter-productive  to  the  extent 
that  It  causes  community-leader  and 
other  interviewees  to  become,  as  Station 
KRSA  of  Salinas  put  it,  “frankly  tired  of 
talking  to  us.”  Viewed  against  the  mixed 
record  of  comments  both  supporting  and 
attacking  Primer  methods  of  community 
consultation,  the  modifications  we  out¬ 
line  below  strike  something  of  a  middle 
course  perhaps  summed  up  by  this  quote 
from  the  comments  of  the  South  Caro¬ 
lina  Broadcasters  Association: 

Consultations  with  community  leaders  and 
members  of  the  pubUc  have  proven  invalu¬ 
able  to  station  management  In  their  efforts 
to  ascertain  community  needs  and  problems, 
but  not  necessarily  “In  the  manner  provided 
by  the  Primer.”  We  believe  that  each  station 
must  devise  Its  own  method  for  maintaining 
continuing  and  meaningful  contact  at  all 
community  levels. 

While  we  believe  it  Important — not 
only  for  the  public  but  for  the  broadcast 
licensee  Itself — that  the  FCC  continue 


•  For  a  contrary  view,  see  the  discussion  of 
studies  reported  by  UCLA  and  Citizens  United 
for  Better  Broadcasting,  at  Paragraphs  49-60, 
infra. 


to  provide  some  common  framework  for 
ascertainment,  we  are  suggesting  that 
the  public  Interest  actually  will  be  ad¬ 
vanced  rather  than  set  back  by  more 
flexible  procedures  which,  because  they 
are  “continuous”  rather  than  fixed  In 
time,  can  be  directed  more  to  the  sub¬ 
stance  and  results  of  ascertainment  than 
to  its  form  and  method. 

26.  A  number  of  comments  on  this  rec¬ 
ord,  as  well  as  our  own  experience  of 
four  years  with  the  present  Primer,  per¬ 
suade  us  that  for  renewal  applicants,  one 
unnecessary  exaltation  of  form  over  sub¬ 
stance  may  be  the  so-called  “composi¬ 
tional  study”  discussed  In  Questions  4, 
9  and  10  of  the  1971  ascertainment  guide¬ 
lines.  Jn  theory  and  In  form,  the  com¬ 
positional  study — containing  both  struc¬ 
tural/institutional  and  demographic  data 
on  a  community — is  meant  to  provide  a 
first  order  of  data  from  which  Is  derived 
both  the  representative  selection  of  com¬ 
munity  leaders  and  the  population  yard¬ 
sticks  against  which  general  public  sur¬ 
veys  may  be  measured.  In  practical  effect. 
Question  10  of  the  1971  Primer  appears 
to  have  given  most  renewal  applicants 
filing  since  that  year  the  bulk  of  what 
they  choose  to  submit  about  the  socio¬ 
economic  and  Institutional  structures  of 
their  communities.  They  are  able  to  ap¬ 
propriate  Question  10’s  list  of  such  ele¬ 
ments  as  “government,  education, 
religion,  agriculture,  business,  labor”  and 
so  on  simply  because  these  features  are 
characteristic  of  mo6t  areas  of  human 
habitation.  Similarly,  and  again  In  the 
words  of  the  Primer,  the  gathering  of 
demographic  data  appears  not  so  much 
an  Independent  study  as  the  extracting 
of  “minority,  racial  or  ethnic”  break¬ 
downs  of  population  from  publications  of 
the  UB.  Census  Bureau. 

27.  Upon  reflection,  it  strikes  us  that 
the  requirement  of  a  compositional  study 
was  intended  not  so  much  to  make  com¬ 
petent  sociologists  out  of  busy  broad¬ 
casters  as  it  was  to  add  weight  to  the 
warning  of  Primer  Question  5  that  no 
applicant  could  “rely  upon  long-time 
residency  in,  or  familiarity  with,  the  area 
to  be  served”  as  a  substitute  for  ascer¬ 
tainment.  Now  that  this  point  has  been 
made  beyond  a  peradventure,  we  feel  it 
Is  time — at  least  for  renewal  purposes — 
to  stop  expecting  a  “study”  when  what 
we  really  seek  Is  the  relatively  uncom¬ 
plicated  identification  of  typical  com¬ 
munity  institutions  and  elements,  includ¬ 
ing  simple  demographic  characteristics. 
We  propose  to  retain  these  two  features 
In  the  form  of  a  list  of  common  socio¬ 
economic  and  other  characteristics  to 
be  used  for  leader  consultations  (Ap¬ 
pendix  C)  and  In  the  required  compila¬ 
tion  of  certain  demographic  data  (Ap¬ 
pendix  A)  which  should  prove  useful  not 
only  to  ascertainment  of  both  leaders  and 
citizens  but  also  to  licensee  evaluation 
and  improvement  of  equal  employment 
opportunity  programs.  Specifically,  the 
list  of  common  socioeconomic  elements 
Includes:  government,'  business,  labor, 
agriculture,  education,  professions,  char¬ 
ities,  civic  organizations,  public  health 
and  safety,  recreation,  environment, 
student  and  youth  organizations,  asso¬ 


ciations  of  and  for  the  elderly,  religion, 
ethnic  groups,  minority  representation, 
women’s  organizations,  the  military,  cul¬ 
ture  and  consumer  services.  As  noted 
below,  this  list  may  be  added  to,  or  sub¬ 
tracted  from,  as  the  licensee  may  deem 
appropriate  for  his  community.  The 
demographic  data  consists  of  population 
of  the  community  of  license  and  station 
service  area,  broken  down  as  to:  male 
and  female,  youth  (17  and  under,  18  and 
above),  minorities  and  elderly  (65  and 
above).  Also  asked  for  is  a  brief  narra¬ 
tive  statement  of  the  techniques  and 
sources  for  the  general  public  survey  (see 
Paragraph  59,  Infra) ,  which  may  Include 
U.S.  Census  and  similarly  reliable  statis¬ 
tics.  To  the  extent  that  these  techniques 
and  sources  also  have  a  bearing  on  the 
design  of  the  community  leader  consulta¬ 
tions — e.g.,  interviews  with  representa¬ 
tives  of  such  population  elements  as 
minority  and  ethnic  groups,  youth,  el¬ 
derly,  etc. — the  licensee  could  cover  this 
in  the  narrative  statement. 

28.  Although  the  matter  of  the  com¬ 
positional  study  was  not  expressly  set 
out  for  comment  In  the  current  Inquiry, 
we  note  that  the  response  of  the  Federal 
Communications  Bar  Association  sug¬ 
gests  a  course  such  as  we  adopt  here.  We 
are  also  aware  of  the  comment  from 
Black  Efforts  for  Soul  In  Television 
(BEST)  “that  the  trouble  with  ascer¬ 
tainment  is  not  with  the  Primer,  but 
with  the  licensees  themselves  •  •  *,” 
and  that  this  sort  of  criticism  might  be 
applied  to  most  licensees’  compositional 
studies.  Our  recommended  answer  is  to 
reduce  the  compositional  Information 
requested  of  the  licensee — either  for  fil¬ 
ing  with  the  Commission  or  retention  in 
station  public  files — to  that  directly  sup¬ 
portive  of  community  leader  and  public 
interviewing,  as  outlined  In  the  present 
Primer.  To  ask  anything  further  would 
be  superfluous. 

29.  Questions  IHb)  (3)  through  13(b) 
(6)  of  the  Inquiry  focus  chiefly  on  licens-  “ 
ee  consultations  with  community  lead¬ 
ers.  The  discussion  below  takes  up  this 
aspect  of  the  survey  process  first,  then 
moves  into  an  analysis  of  the  general 
public  survey.  The  emphasis  in  both 
these  sections  is  upon  certain  modifica¬ 
tions  in  the  actual  execution  of  these 
two  types  of  ascertainment.  A  third  sec¬ 
tion  discusses  changes  in  the  documen¬ 
tation  and  reporting  of  both  community 
leader  and  general  public  surveys. 

Community  leader  consultations 

30.  For  the  reasons  Indicated  in  Para¬ 
graph  27,  supra,  we  seek  to  replace  the 
present  Primer  requirement  of  a  sepa¬ 
rate  compositional  study  of  the  city  of 
license  with  (a)  a  list  of  institutional 
and  structural  elements  which,  we  be¬ 
lieve,  are  common  to  most  if  not  all  com¬ 
munities;  and  (b)  a  compilation  of  cer¬ 
tain  demographic  Information  useful  to 
the  evaluation  not  only  of  the  commu¬ 
nity  leader  consultations  but  also  the 
general  public  survey.  The  list  of  com¬ 
munity  elements,  of  course,  may  be  aug¬ 
mented  by  the  licensee  to  take  account 
of — In  the  words  of  the  current  Primer — 
“any  other  factors  or  activities  that 
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make  (its)  particular  community  dis¬ 
tinctive.”  (Question  9)  Conversely,  a 
licensee  would  be  permitted  to  show  that 
his  community  lacks  one  or  more  of  the 
elements  of  the  typical  list  provided. 

31.  We  intend  that  if  the  licensee  con¬ 
sults  with  one  or  more  leaders  in  each 
of  these  elemental  categories  annually 
and  is  able  to  certify  to  that  effect  on  its 
renewal  application:  this  will  create  a 
presumption  of  the  adequacy  of  this  part 
of  the  community  ascertainment,  rebut¬ 
table  only  by  a  clear  and  convincing 
showing  to  the  contrary.  If  made  in  the 
context  of  a  complaint,  petition  to  deny 
or  competing  application,  such  a  showing 
must  establish  a  substantial  and  mate¬ 
rial  question  of  fact  in  order  to  warrant 
our  further  administrative  inquiry  or 
designation  of  the  issue  for  hearing. 

Number  of  leaders.  Suggestions  that 
the  Commission  establish  minimum 
numbers  of  consultations  that  would  vir¬ 
tually  assure  compliance  have  been  made 
by  both  proponents  and  opponents  of  the 
current  Primer.  Action  for  a  Better  Com¬ 
munity  submitted  a  formula  which,  while 
designed  for  the  general  public  survey, 
could  be  extended  by  analogy  to  commu¬ 
nity  leader  consultations.  It  viewed  the 
number  of  interviews  as  a  direct  function 
of  population  of  the  licensee’s  service 
area  and  an  inverse  function  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  other  stations  serving  that  area. 
McKenna  &  Wilkinson,  cm  behalf  of  sev¬ 
eral  radio  clients,  suggested  minimum 
numbers  of  leader  interviews  based  on 
population  and  ranging  from  175  consul¬ 
tations  in  areas  of  one  million  or  more 
people  to  15  consultations  in  areas  of  less 
than  10,000.  The  Federal  Communica¬ 
tions  Bar  Association  (FCBA)  proposed 
that  minimum  numbers  of  interviews 
with  “minority”  leaders  be  keyed  to  the 
proportion  of  that  minority  in  the  overall 
population,  but  that  with  respect  to 
the  non-demographic  structural  ele¬ 
ments  (e.g.,  professions,  labor,  etc.)  the 
Commission: 

[S]hould  simply  insist  all  of  those  cate¬ 
gories  be  represented  in  the  survey  or  an 
explanation  be  provided  as  to  why  the  omis¬ 
sion  of  one  or  more  categories  is  appro¬ 
priate. 

32.  Like  BEST,  “we  are  wary  of  fixed 
formulas  for  determining  the  number  of 
spokesmen  to  be  consulted.”  We  are  at¬ 
tracted  to  the  proposal  from  Storer 
Broadcasting  that: 

The  Commission  would  provide  a  great 
service  •  •  •  by  publicly  disavowing  the 
“numbers”  game  which  has  led  to  excesses  in 
current  surveys.  It  could  do  this  by  adopt¬ 
ing  guidelines  specifying  certain  community 
elements  which  should  be  consulted  during 
the  license  period,  and  by  announcing  that 
coverage  of  the  entire  spectrum  will  con¬ 
stitute  prlma  facie  compliance  without 
regard  to  total  numbers. 

We  believe  that  one  or  more  commu¬ 
nity  leaders  in  each  of  the  listed  cate¬ 
gories  present  in  the  service  area  should 
be  contacted  annually  rather  than  trien- 
nially,  and  to  this  extent  we  depart  from 
the  Storer  suggestion  above.  This  does 
not  mean,  necessarily,  that  three  consul¬ 
tations  with  one  or  more  leaders  In  a 
given  category  (i.e.,  one  consulation  per 


year)  would  suffice  to  withstand  any  in¬ 
quiry  or  challenge.  The  test  remains  rep¬ 
resentativeness  of  the  community 
sought  to  be  ascertained.  While  quan¬ 
titative  factors  such  as  population,  and 
qualitative  considerations  such  as  the 
“importance”  or  “influence”  of  an  ele¬ 
ment  or  its  leaders,  all  are  germane  to 
the  idea  of  representativeness,  we  refuse 
to  infringe  upon  either  the  discretion  of 
the  licensee  or  the  freedom  of  the  li¬ 
censee’s  critics  by  establishing  acceptable 
minimum  numbers  of  community  leader 
consultations. 

Level  of  consultation.  Question  11(b) 
(3)  of  the  Inquiry  specifically  asks 
whether  community  leader  consultations 
should  continue  to  be  conducted  “by 
principals  and  management-level  em¬ 
ployees  only,”  as  in  the  current  Primer, 
“or  by  other  employees  as  well,”  or  even 
by  “non-employees.”  To  take  the  latter 
category  of  non-employees  first,  rela¬ 
tively  few  respondents  were  willing  to 
consider  total  fulfillment  of  leader  con¬ 
sultations  by  outside  interviewers,  and 
then  only  “if  they  are  professional.”  (e.g., 
KGMI,  Bellingham,  Washington)  The 
majority  of  the  comments,  from  broad¬ 
casters  and  non-broadcasters  alike,  indi¬ 
cated  that  station  employees  are  the  ap¬ 
propriate  participants  in  the  leader  sur¬ 
vey  process.  Several  respondents,  how¬ 
ever,  recognized  a  value  in  non-employee 
interviews  used  to  supplement  or — as 
Station  KFJZ  of  Fort  Worth  put  it — 
“substantiate”  findings.  We  agree  that 
leader  consultations  are  best  conducted 
by  individuals  who  have  the  identifiabil- 
ity  and  accountability  of  a  permanent 
employment  relationship  with  the  licens¬ 
ee,  although  purely  supplementary  inter¬ 
views  by  non-employees  are  permissible. 

33.  Comments  were  received  on  both 
sides  of  the  choice  between  management- 
level  and  “other”  employees.  A  number 
of  broadcasters  favored  the  restrictions 
of  the  present  Primer,  usually  on  the 
ground  that  the  very  directness  of  the 
contact  between  the  station’s  decision¬ 
makers  and  the  interviewed  community 
leaders  enhanced  the  possibilities  for 
truly  responsive  programming.  On  the 
other  hand,  many  licensees  argued  that 
(a)  communication  between  station  de¬ 
cision-makers  and  community  leaders 
need  not  be  attenuated  just  because  other 
employees  act  as  intermediaries;  (b)  fre¬ 
quently,  certain  non-managerial  employ¬ 
ees  are  well  suited  by  their  training,  skills 
and  daily  patterns  of  outside  contact  to 
conduct  leader  consultations;  and  (c)  to 
permit  the  licensee’s  principals  and  man¬ 
agers  to  delegate  interview  authority,  so 
long  as  they  do  not  shun  the  ultimate 
responsibility  for  ascertainment,  is  sim¬ 
ply  consistent  with  the  traditional  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  licensee  to  conduct  his 
business  as  he  deems  best  fitted  to  the 
public  interest. 

34.  As  noted  earlier,  the  1960  Program¬ 
ming  Policy  Statement  views  ascertain¬ 
ment  as  the  “principal  ingredient”  in  the 
execution  of  the  licensee’s  obligation  to 
serve  the  public  interest.  Under  such  a 
view,  which  we  here  reaffirm,  it  Is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  imagine  the  licensee’s  principals 
and/or  managers  being  permitted  to  take 


anything  less  than  a  substantial  interest 
in  the  ascertainment  process.  We  think 
it  justifiable  that  where  these  individuals 
are  in  some  sense  new  to  a  community — 
as  in  the  case  of  applicants  for  a  prospec¬ 
tive  facility,  or  assignees  of  an  existing 
facility — their  interest  ought  to  be  ac¬ 
counted  for  by  direct  participation  in  sur¬ 
veying  leaders  of  the  community  in  ques¬ 
tion.  Where  the  facility  is  not  new  but 
established,  where  its  managers  have  be¬ 
come  to  some  degree  known  and  accli¬ 
mated,  and  where  the  facility  seeks  re¬ 
newal,  we  believe  a  somewhat  less  restric¬ 
tive  approach  to  leader  consultation  can 
be  taken. 

35.  We  are  inclined  to  agree  with  the 
comment  of  Action  for  a  Better  Com¬ 
munity  that  even  in  a  renewal  ascertain¬ 
ment  “licensee  owners  and  managers 
should  be  required  to  do  at  least  some  of 
the  interviewing.”  We  also  are  attracted 
to  the  view  of  the  Rocky  Mountain 
Broadcasters  Association  (RMBA)  that: 
“All  employees  could  make  consultation 
with  community  leaders  providing  that 
they  report  directly  to  principals  and 
management  upon  completion  of  such 
consultations.”  In  fact,  where  interview¬ 
ers  other  than  principals  or  manage¬ 
ment-level  employees  are  involved  in  in¬ 
terviewing — an  involvement  which  we 
here  permit — we  expect  that  their  activ¬ 
ity  will  not  only  be  reported  to,  but  be 
carried  on  under  the  supervision  of,  a 
principal  or  manager  of  the  licensee.  In 
this  connection,  we  believe  that  the  “Sug¬ 
gested  Leader  Contact  Form”  (Appendix 
D)  should  prove  useful  both  to  the  li¬ 
censee  and  to  those  monitoring  the  con¬ 
duct  or  results  of  his  ascertainment. 

36.  The  matter  of  how  many  com¬ 
munity  leaders  should  be  contacted  by 
management,  and  how  many  by  other 
employees  of  the  stations  should,  we 
believe,  be  resolved  by  balancing  two 
basic  interests.  First,  it  is  important  that 
community  leaders  have  some  access  to 
the  people  at  the  top,  the  decision-mak¬ 
ing  personnel  of  a  station.  These  are 
ultimately  the  people  upon  whom  the 
impressions  must  be  registered,  and  this 
may,  perhaps,  be  more  effectively  accom¬ 
plished  if  they  are  directly  involved  in 
the  face-to-face  interviewing.  Similarly, 
there  is,  we  believe,  some  need  for  the 
upper-level  people  at  a  station  to  get  out 
and  talk  with  the  leaders  of  the  com¬ 
munity,  to  further  their  involvement  in 
it  even  beyond  the  routine  dally  con¬ 
tacts  which  so  many  of  the  broadcasters’ 
comments  mentioned.  See  e.g.,  comments 
of  Station  KWPM,  West  Plains,  Mis¬ 
souri.  The  second  consideration  is  that 
the  Commission  is  interested  in  expand¬ 
ing  the  range  of  possible  contacts,  and 
an  effective  way  of  doing  so  is  offered 
by  KRSA,  Salina,  Kansas:  “By  expand¬ 
ing  our  source  of  comments  we  can’t  help 
but  do  a  better  job.”  On  the  other  hand, 
the  frequent  value  of  lower-level  con¬ 
tacts  is  suggested  by  KLTF,  Little  Falls, 
Minnesota:  “Many  times  staff  members 
are  able  to  elicit  information  from  com¬ 
munity  leaders  and  are  received  with 
greater  candor  than  is  accorded  manage¬ 
ment  or  ownership.”  On  balance,  both 
these  considerations  appear  valid.  We, 
therefore,  are  proposing  that  at  least 
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50  percent  of  the  leader  interviews  dur¬ 
ing  the  license  term  be  done  by  principals 
and  management-level  employees,  with 
the  balance  permitted  to  non -manage¬ 
rial  employees  if  the  station  so  chooses. 
In  order  to  assure  that  these  managerial 
contacts  are  distributed  over  each  of  the 
elements  of  the  community  leader  check¬ 
list  (Appendix  C) ,  we  are  asking  that  the 
totality  of  leader  Interviews  throughout 
the  license  term  show  that  one  or  more 
of  the  interviews  In  each  element  was 
conducted  by  a  principal  or  manager. 

37.  It  is  well  to  note  that  even  the 
present  Primer’s  resolution  of  the  ques¬ 
tion  in  favor  of  solely  principal  and  man¬ 
agement-level  interviewers  was  recog¬ 
nized  not  as  an  eternal  verity  but  as  a 
matter  of  “balancing”  different  consid¬ 
erations.  27  FCC  2d  at  664,  36  FR  at  4097. 
The  Primer’s  discussion  in  1971  observed 
that  “principals  or  management-level 
personnel  may  not  be  as  expert  in  con¬ 
ducting  consultations  as  some  lower-level 
members  of  their  staffs.”  In  view  of  this 
recognition — and  in  view  of  the  repeated 
urgings  from  smaller  broadcasters,  es¬ 
pecially,  that  we  permit  them  to  make 
more  effective  use  of  their  limited  re¬ 
sources — we  suggest  striking  the  balance 
differently  for  renewal  applicants  than 
was  done  in  the  1971  Primer.  By  easing 
the  restriction  as  to  employee  interviews 
of  community  leaders,  we  would  permit 
the  utilization  of  each  wide-ranging  and 
conversationally-skilled  individuals  as 
salesmen,  news  reporters  and  on-air  pro¬ 
gram  hosts.  At  the  same  time,  we  are 
recommending  that  their  consultative 
activities  be  properly  supervised  at  the 
management  level. 

Format  of  leader  consultations.  Ques¬ 
tions  11(b)  (4)  through  (6)  of  the  Inquiry 
go  to  the  advisability  of  certain  relaxa¬ 
tions  in  the  setting  and  method — the  for¬ 
mat,  it  might  be  termed — of  community 
leader  interviews.  To  the  extent  that  sub¬ 
question  (4)  concerns  use  of  non-employ¬ 
ees  to  conduct  community  leader  consul¬ 
tations,  we  believe  we  have  resolved  the 
issue  adequately  above. 

As  a  matter  of  policy,  we  are  not  per¬ 
mitting  fulfillment  by  outside  sources  of 
the  leader  ascertainment  by  any  single 
licensee.  Accordingly,  it  follows  that  such 
non-employee  interviewing  “for  all  sta¬ 
tions  in  the  community  collectively” 
similarly  is  disallowed. 

38.  Question  11(b)  (5)  of  the  Inquiry 
asks  whether  community  leader  consulta¬ 
tions  ought  to  be  allowed  to  take  place  in 
“group,”  on-the-air  (“broadcast  pro¬ 
gramming”)  and  “Town  Hall”  settings. 
The  comments  received  suggest  that  first, 
and  more  fundamentally,  we  must  ad¬ 
dress  ourselves  to  the  degree  to  which 
leader  interviews  should  be  formally 
pre-arranged  and  conducted  with  full 
awareness  by  all  parties  that  an  ascer¬ 
tainment,  per  se,  is  taking  place.  On  this 
record,  a  substantial  number  of  com¬ 
ments  call  for  some  reduction  in  what 
the  writers  perceive  as  an  undue  formal¬ 
ity  in  the  present  requirements.  These 
respondents  wish  to  make  use  of — and 
would  like  to  receive  credit  for — the 
myriad  of  less  formal  contacts  and  en¬ 
counters  dally  between  licensee’s  repre¬ 


sentatives  and  community  leaders.  The 
relaxation  regarding  non-management 
interviews,  discussed  at  Paragraph  36 
above,  would  seem  to  lead  in  this  direc¬ 
tion.  On  the  other  hand,  we  cannot  dis¬ 
miss  lightly  the  comment  of  the  United 
Church  of  Christ: 

We  believe  that  an  adequate  consultation 
requires  a  face  to  face  meeting  expressly 
prearranged  for  the  purpose  of  exploring 
community  needs.  We  believe  that  a  more 
meaningful  dialogue  will  result  if  the  person 
interviewed  Is  advised  of  the  purpose  of  the 
interview  and  the  nature  of  a  broadcaster's 
responstbUltles  In  connection  with  It. 

39.  On  the  surface,  there  is  something 
appealing  about  the  UCC’s  idea  that  a 
deeper  exploration,  a  “more  meaningful 
dialogue,”  will  result  from  such  formal¬ 
ities  as  prior  appointment  and  full  no¬ 
tice.  On  the  other  hand,  the  record  in 
this  proceeding  is  rife  with  comments — 
particularly  from  communities  with  mul¬ 
tiple  broadcast  services — that  commu¬ 
nity  leaders  are  growing  weary  of  near- 
simultaneous  requests  for  individual 
appointments  by  large  numbers  of  li¬ 
censees.  In  fact,  the  group  interview  to 
be  discussed  below  arose  as  one  means 
of  dealing  with  such  frustrations.  More¬ 
over,  there  is  some  indication,  in  com¬ 
ments  like  the  following,  that  inter¬ 
viewees  may  tend  to  “freeze  up”  in  a 
format  that  tends  toward  the  self- 
conscious: 

[  W]e  have  to  Just  about  put  words  in  their 
mouth  to  get  some  expression  of  various 
community  problems.  (WPAT,  Marion,  South 
Carolina) 

40.  In  sum,  we  have  no  quarrel  with 
UCC’s  feelings  in  this  matter,  but  we 
doubt  that  they  are  so  universally  valid 
as  to  require  the  suggested  modifications. 
Face-to-face  interviewing  should  remain 
the  staple  of  the  community  leader  ascer¬ 
tainment,  but  the  formality  of  the  proc¬ 
ess  is  likely  to  depend  on  circumstances 
the  Commission  cannot  predict  and  has 
no  desire  to  control.  Nor  can  it  be  said 
with  certainty  what  effect  the  formality 
of  the  setting  has  on  the  fruitfulness  of 
an  interview.  The  realities  of  politics  and 
power  may  dictate,  for  example,  that  a 
relatively  small  station  in  a  large,  multi¬ 
station  market  will  not  have  as  ready 
access  to  a  city  mayor  as  a  larger  com¬ 
peting  facility  would  have.  Given  these 
hypothetical  circumstances,  it  would  be 
Ironic  for  that  smaller  station’s  sole 
newsman  to  miss  the  opportunity  of  an 
ascertainment  interview  with  the 
mayor — through  a  chance  encounter 
with  the  dignitary — just  because  the  con¬ 
sultation  could  not  be  prearranged  nor 
the  Interviewee  put  on  notice  as  to  the 
full  purpose  of  the  consultation.  In  fact, 
even  if  the  dialogue  between  reporter  and 
dignitary  were  entirely  devoted  to  “news” 
at  the  time,  we  see  no  reason  why  the 
same  encounter  could  not  generate  a 
“problem,  need  or  interest”  in  some  other 
context.  As  one  respondent  put  it,  news 
can  raise  problems  and  problems  can  be 
news.7  We  continue  to  recognize,  none- 


T  We  would  caution  here  that  not  every 
news  Interview  or  question  is  “designed  to 
•licit  sufficient  Information”  about  a  prob- 


theless,  an  obligation  upon  each  licensee 
to  dig  out  problems  that  may  not  repre¬ 
sent  news  to  everyone — problems  that 
have  not  really  reached  the  threshold  of 
public  consciousness.* 

41.  These  considerations  shape  our 
approach  to  the  three  parts  of  Inquiry 
Question  IHb)  (5) .  Pragmatically  speak¬ 
ing,  we  see  no  .reason  to  restrict  the 
present  Primer’s  flexibility  regarding 
group  consultations.  At  the  same  time, 
we  continue  to  believe  that  the  joint  con¬ 
sultation  must  allow  what  amounts  to 
a  multiplicity  of  one-on-one  dialogues. 
As  we  said  in  a  footnote  to  this  ques¬ 
tion  in  the  Inquiry,  citing  Southern  Cal¬ 
ifornia  Broadcasters  Association  30  FCC 
2d  705  (1971)  and  Metro  Portland 
Broadcast  Committee  31  FCC  2d  148 
(1971): 

Each  Individual  community  leader  must 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  freely  present 
his  opinion  of  community  problems;  each 
broadcaster  present  must  have  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  question  each  leader;  and  the  Joint 
meetings  should  include  community  leaders 
who  are  [on]  the  same  or  equal  plane  of 
interest  and  responslbUlty. 

In  affirming  this  allowance  of  joint 
leader  consultations  we  are  cognizant  of 
the  criticism  expressed  in  some  of  the 
comments,  to  the  effect  that  group  in¬ 
terviews  often  are  not  as  productive  as 
individual  sessions  and  ought  not  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  account  for  the  entirety  of 
the  community  leader  ascertainment. 
We  suggest  that,  with  the  new  flexibility 
given  the  renewal  applicant  by  this  doc¬ 
ument,  the  licensee  would  be  unwise  to 
open  himself  to  charges  of  abuse  by  em¬ 
ploying  only  one  of  the  many  formats 
available  for  leader  consultations.  At 
the  same  time,  we  would  hope  that  the 
new  continuity  of  ascertainment 
throughout  the  license  term — as  well  as 
the  aforementioned  flexibility — would 


lem  (Question  19,  Primer)  so  as  to  qualify 
as  an  ascertainment  contact.  A  reporter's 
questions  frequently  are  highly  structured, 
even  •‘closed-ended,"  seeking  not  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  a  problem  but  a  newsmaker’s  reac¬ 
tion  to  a  problem  or  event.  By  contrast,  an 
ascertainment  question  ordinarily  should  be 
“open”  enough  to  assure  that  the  response  Is 
not  dictated  by  the  form  of  the  Inquiry. 

•We  do  not  believe  this  approach  to  be 
Inconsistent  with  the  present  Primer’s  an¬ 
swer  to  Question  19,  although  to  the  extent 
there  Is  some  difference  In  emphasis,  we  shall 
explain  ourselves  further.  We  take  the 
Primer’s  disfavor  of  “a  brief  or  chance 
encounter”  to  be.  In  the  context  of  Ques¬ 
tion  19,  chiefly  a  warning  to  the  licensee 
who  tries  to  claim  that  he  went  through  the 
motions  of  ascertainment  but  obtained  lit¬ 
tle  or  no  Information  from  his  interviewees. 
To  the  extent  that  the  renewal  applicant — 
by  then,  established  In  his  community — 
can  make  productive  use  of  Information  ac¬ 
quired  In  a  brief  or  chance  encounter,  we 
encourage  him  to  document  and  evaluate 
It  as  a  part  of  his  ascertainment.  The 
Primer’s  concern  that  a  licensee  may  be 
misled  by  the  expression  of  "programming 
preferences”  Instead  of  real  problems,  or  by 
the  couching  of  problems  "in  terms  of  ex¬ 
posure  or  publicity  for  [a]  particular  group” 
Is  simply  not  so  crucial  for  the  renewal  ap¬ 
plicant.  who  will  have  been  a  part  of  the 
community  long  enough  to  properly  dis¬ 
tinguish  and  evaluate  such  responses. 
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work  to  make  joint  consultations  less 
necessary  than  they  may  have  been  over 
the  past  four  years,  when  the  six  months 
pre -filing  requirement  made  it  difficult 
to  spread  out  the  costs  and  burdens  of 
community  surveys  except  by  such  tech¬ 
niques  as  group  interviews. 

42.  With  respect  to  the  use  of  broad¬ 
cast  programming  as  a  means  of  ascer¬ 
tainment,  many  of  the  comments  both 
pro  and  con  seemed  to  imagine  that  we 
might  make  on-air  consultations  an  ex¬ 
clusive  vehicle.  One  smaller  Florida 
broadcaster,  for  example,  replied  that 
“this  method,  in  our  opinion,  would  ac¬ 
complish  exactly  the  same  end  as  mak¬ 
ing  a  costly  and  time  consuming  ascer¬ 
tainment  survey  •  *  *”  The  Commu¬ 
nity  Coalition  for  Media  Change 
(CCMC)  contended,  by  contrast,  that 
“ascertainment  by  broadcast  program¬ 
ming  would  not  be  a  valid  way  to  reach 
the  total  community  •  •  •”  Media  Sta¬ 
tistics,  apparently  having  in  mind  broad¬ 
cast  announcements  inviting  comments 
on  community  problems,  warned  of  “ex¬ 
treme  response  bias,”  while  WCVB-TV 
of  Boston,  seemingly  still  thinking  of 
ascertainment  within  a  fixed  period  of 
time,  commented  that  to  ascertain  by 
programming  would  be  a  “cart-before- 
the-horse  situation.” 

43.  Recognizing  a  certain  validity  in 
all  of  these  responses,  we  tend  to  agree 
with  the  National  Broadcasting  Com¬ 
pany  (NBC) ,  on  the  one  hand,  that  "cer¬ 
tainly  the  licensee  should  not  be  forced 
to  ignore” — and,  indeed,  should  be  given 
ascertainment  credit  for — “a  problem 
revealed  in  his  own  programming.”  On 
the  other  hand,  we  suspect  that  Station 
WTLV  of  Jacksonville  is  right  when  it 
suggests:  “Leaders  could  not  be  expected 
to  speak  frankly  at  all  times  if  their 
interviews  were  broadcast.”  For  this 
reason,  and  for  the  reason  that  leader 
interviewees  ought  not  be  confined  to 
those  who  would  make  good  or  provoca¬ 
tive  on-air  guests  or  commentators,  we 
expect  that  licensees  will  not  over-rely 
on  ascertainment  via  programming.  As 
for  WCVB-TVs  cart-before-horse  criti¬ 
cism,  that  largely  disappears  in  the  face 
of  our  encouragement  for  continuous 
ascertainment  by  renewal  applicants. 
Naturally,  a  broadcast  ascertainment 
should  be  credited  forward,  toward  fu¬ 
ture  programming,  not  backward  in  some 
belated  match-up  with  a  past  program. 
Under  a  continuous  procedure,  includ¬ 
ing  the  annual  listings  of  problems  dis¬ 
covered  and  illustrative  programs  de¬ 
signed  to  treat  them,  there  is  always  a 
way  to  make  use  of  new  ascertainment 
information. 

44.  The  “Town  Hall”  sub-question 
posed  by  the  inquiry  was  answered  by 
many  respondents  in  relation  to  surveys 
of  the  general  public,  and  their  com¬ 
ments  are  analyzed  under  that  heading 
below.  To  the  extent  it  was  applied  to 
community  leader  consultations,  not 
even  those  favoring  the  technique 
seemed  to  believe  it  could  satisfy  the 
entire  obligation.  Among  the  difficulties 
believed  to  arise  from  the  sheer  size  of 
such  meetings  were  domination  by  the 


more  forceful  interviewers  or  inter¬ 
viewees;  inhibiting  effects  of  the  size  of 
the  audience;  and  possible  attendance 
bias  toward  splinter  groups  or  special 
Interests  not  particularly  representative 
of  community  leadership  or  the  general 
public. 

45.  In  our  judgment,  the  “Town  Hall” 
concept  as  applied  to  leader  consulta¬ 
tions  becomes,  for  the  conscientious  li¬ 
censee,  simply  a  question  of  how  large 
he  can  permit  a  “group”  interview  (par¬ 
agraph  41)  to  become  and  still  meet 
the  guidelines  set  out  in  our  1971  letter 
to  the  Southern  California  Broadcasters, 
supra.  Even  where  the  licensee  is  not 
sharing  interview  time  with  other  licens¬ 
ees,  but  instead  is  the  sole  host  or  spon¬ 
sor  of  a  large  event,  he  must  take  care 
to  see  that  any  interviews  for  which 
credit  is  sought  provided  at  least  a  rea¬ 
sonable  opportunity  for  dialogue  with 
each  leader-guest.  Most  “community 
leader  luncheons,”  which  some  licensees 
use  as  one  means  of  consultation,  appar¬ 
ently  are  small  enough  to  enable  genu¬ 
ine  consultation  between  guests  and 
qualified  members  of  the  licensee’s  staff. 
It  is  debatable  whether  a  “Town  Hall” 
full  of  leaders  could  be  so  well  organized. 

46.  Telephone  interviews.  Question  n 
(b)  (6)  of  the  Inquiry  asks  whether  tele¬ 
phone  consultations  with  community 
leaders  should  continue  to  be  permitted. 
A  strong  majority  of  comments  answered 
in  the  affirmative,  for  reasons  ranging 
from  convenience  and  efficiency — and 
occasional  necessity — to  the  declaration 
that  more  interesting  interviews  some¬ 
times  result  than  in  face-to-face  talks. 
Most  .of  these  comments,  however,  in 
keeping  with  the  question’s  reference  to 
our  current  practice,  stated  that  the  use 
of  telephone  should  be  secondary  or  sup¬ 
plemental  rather  than  exclusive,  pri¬ 
mary  or  basic.  The  respondents  opposing 
telephone  interviews  said  that  the  me¬ 
dium  was  not  personal  enough  to  pro¬ 
duce  adequate  dialogue;  that  “fear 
*  *  *  of  unknown  voices”  would  be  in¬ 
hibiting;  and  that  use  of  the  telephone 
led  to  a  “bias  against  minorities,”  ap¬ 
parently  on  the  assumption  that  many 
such  individuals  would  not  be  able  to 
afford  telephones. 

47.  As  is  well  known,  the  Commission 
has  construed  the  silence  of  the  present 
Primer  to  allow  telephone  interviewing 
of  community  leaders.  Recently,  we  ad¬ 
dressed  ourselves  to  a  question  raised 
by  a  broadcast  organization  whether  “in 
view  of  the  current  energy  crisis,  the 
Primer  permits  telephone  interviews 
with  community  leaders  outside  the  city 
of  license  and,  if  so,  what  percentage  of 
those  interviews  may  be  conducted  by 
telephone.”  Southern  California  Broad¬ 
casters  Association,  47  FCC  2d  519 
(1974).  There  we  expressed  ourselves  as 
reluctant,  in  view  of  the  instant  Inquiry, 
to  “establish  a  rule  of  thumb  as  to  the 
permissible  percentage  of  ascertainment 
interviews  which  may  be  conducted  by 
telephone  *  *  *”  We  added  that  a  li¬ 
censee  employing  this  medium  ought  to 
document  its  results  through  “contem¬ 
poraneous  notes”  or  follow-up  letters, 
and  be  prepared  to  demonstrate  that 


the  interview  “resulted  in  a  meaningful 
dialogue.”  Id. 

48.  On  the  basis  of  the  strong  majority 
favoring  continued  use  of  the  telephone, 
going  beyond  the  question  of  distance 
of  the  interviewee  from  the  city  of  li¬ 
cense,  we  are  inclined  not  only  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  permit  the  practice  but — in  the 
spirit  of  the  new  flexibility  accorded  the 
renewal  applicant — to  consider  other  ra¬ 
tionales  in  a  given  case.  However,  as  in 
other  areas  in  Increased  ascertainment 
flexibility,  we  caution  against  the  abuse 
of  over-reliance  on  any  single  medium 
such  as  the  telephone  when  such  a  vari¬ 
ety  of  interview  formats  is  permitted  the 
renewal  applicant. 

General  public  surveys 

49.  Although  few  of  the  instant  pro¬ 
ceeding’s  questions  referred  directly  to 
ascertainment  of  the  general  public  in 
and  around  the  community  of  license, 
many  useful  comments  on  the  subject 
were  received.  In  reply  to  Question  n- 
(b)(2)  on  the  general  value  of  Primer- 
style  consultations  with  both  leaders  and 
citizens,  the  Communications  Law  Pro¬ 
gram  at  the  UCLA  Law  School  reported 
results  of  a  study  involving  six  VHF  and 
two  UHF  television  stations  in  the  Los 
Angeles  area.  Two  students  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  interviewed  station  personnel  “re¬ 
sponsible  for  implementation  of  the 
Primer’s  requirements,”  utilizing  “over 
50  open  and  closed-end  questions.” 
Among  their  conclusions: 

While  a  majority  of  the  station  personnel 
felt  that  community  leader  surveys  are  more 
valuable,  some  stations  felt  that  the  general 
public  survey  was  more  useful,  and  two  sta¬ 
tions  felt  they  were  both  equally  Important 
•  •  • 

All  the  interviewees  said  that  each  type 
of  survey  has  a  special  function,  and  that 
important  Information  might  easily  be  lost 
If  one  relied  exclusively  on  only  one  kind 
of  survey. 

50.  A  Lansing  organization,  Citizens 
United  for  Better  Broadcasting,  reported 
on  a  Michigan  State  University  study  of 
ascertainment  which  compared  percep¬ 
tions  of  community  problems  and  needs 
among  broadcast  station  personnel,  com¬ 
munity  leaders  and  members  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  public  in  the  areas  served  by  two 
facUities :  WZZM-TV  of  Grand  Rapids, 
Michigan,  and  WSON  Radio  of  Hender¬ 
son,  Kentucky.  Besides  concluding  that 
perceptions  differed  markedly  in  num¬ 
bers  as  well  as  subject  matter  of  signifi¬ 
cant  problems  identified,  the  study  noted 
particularly  that  variations  between  con¬ 
cerns  identified  by  leaders  and  those 
identified  by  public  interviewees  might 
bear  some  correlation  to  community  size. 

51.  On  the  other  hand,  both  American 
Broadcasting  Company  and  Storer 
Broadcasting  Company — while  support¬ 
ing  retention  of  a  modified  leader  ascer¬ 
tainment — urged  abolition  of  the  general 
public  surveys.  Storer  was  particularly 
emphatic  on  this  point : 

Experience  shows  that  It  [public  survey] 
has  chiefly  benefited  the  Burvey  salesmen  and 
the  renewal  attackers,  and  that  the  costs  are 
far  out  of  proportion  to  usefulness  *  *  *  geu- 
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eral  public  surveys  tend  to  elicit  problems 
which  are  already  well  known  and  publi¬ 
cized  •  •  • 

Tending  to  agree  with  the  latter  point, 
the  FCBA  suggested  that  public  surveys 
“do  not  often  unearth  community  prob¬ 
lems  not  mentioned  by  leaders.”  The  bar 
association  saw  a  value,  however,  where 
in  larger  markets  "the  general  public 
will  sometimes  place  a  somewhat  differ¬ 
ent  priority  on  various  problems  than  the 
leadership  group.”  The  FCBA  concluded 
that  in  markets  of  50,000  or  more  a  pub¬ 
lic  survey  “might  be  kept  separate  from 
the  leader  survey,”  but  “in  very  small 
markets  *  •  *  a  separate  survey  serves 
no  useful  purpose  and  should  not  be 
required.” 

52.  On  the  record  before  us,  we  cannot 
conclude  that  public  surveys  add  nothing 
or  little  of  value  to  the  licensee’s  ascer¬ 
tainment.  This  is  not  to  say  that  we  find 
the  studies  reported  by  UCLA  and  CUBB 
to  be  determinative,  in  any  final  sense, 
of  the  value  of  interviewing  citizens  con¬ 
cerning  community  problems.  Rather,  in 
the  absence  of  a  clear  demonstration 
that  public  surveying  is  unwarranted, 
we  prefer  to  stick  fairly  close  to  the 
status  quo  of  the  present  Primer.  That 
is,  we  would  retain  the  requirement  that 
the  licensee  survey  a  random  sample  of 
the  general  public  in  his  community  of 
license. 

53.  In  keeping  with  our  proposed  elim¬ 
ination  of  the  fixed  preflling  period 
within  which  renewal  ascertainments 
previously  have  been  conducted,  we  are 
permitting  the  licensee  to  survey  the 
general  public  at  any  time  of  his  choos¬ 
ing  within  the  license  period.  We  have 
considered,  but  would  reject,  the  idea 
of  accomplishing  for  this  public  inter¬ 
view  a  continuity  similar  to  that 
achieved  for  the  community  leader  con¬ 
sultations.  Without  Intending  to  hold 
ourselves  out  as  statisticians,  we  are 
concerned  that  requiring  public  surveys 
to  be  distributed  throughout  the  license 
period  could  result  in  interviews  with 
relatively  small  samples  of  the  general 
populace  at  any  given  time.  This  devel¬ 
opment,  in  turn,  could  lead  to  challenges 
of  the  statistical  reliability  of  the  con¬ 
tinuous  surveying,  insofar  as  it  pur¬ 
ported  to  reflect  public  sentiment  at  any 
given  time.  While  the  Commission  has 
never  demanded,  even  under  the  1971 
Primer,  proof  of  a  public  survey’s  scien¬ 
tific  validity — but  Instead  has  accepted 
rough  demonstrations  of  randomness — 
we  see  no  reason  to  risk  confusion  and 
uncertainty  when  a  fixed-period  public 
survey  would  avoid  these  potential  dif¬ 
ficulties.  Thus  we  are  not  requiring  that 
the  public  survey  performed  for  “rec¬ 
ord”  purposes  in  connection  with  the  re¬ 
newal  ascertainment  be  continuous 
throughout  the  license  term.*  Instead, 
we  have  confidence  that  such  recent 
Commission  actions  as  the  Report  and 
Order  in  Docket  19153,  38  FR  28762 
(1973) ,  setting  forth  new  means  and  en- 


•Thls  Is  not  to  say  that  a  licensee  who 
wishes  to  ascertain  the  public  continuously 
could  not  do  so,  as  long  as  he  Is  satisfied 
with  the  sampling  reliability  of  his  methods. 


couragement  for  local  contacts  and  di¬ 
alogue  between  the  licensee  and  hie  pub¬ 
lic,  will  provide  a  supplemental,  non¬ 
record  continuity  to  the  scheme  of  as¬ 
certaining  the  general  populace.  Simi¬ 
larly  useful  in  this  supplemental  sense 
would  be  the  “group”  interview,  on-air 
(broadcast)  and  “Town  Hall”  formats 
discussed  above  (paragraphs  41-45). 
Although  mentioned  there  in  the  con¬ 
text  of  community  leader  consultations, 
there  is  no  reason  why  such  methods — 
although  usually  non-random — could 
not  be  applied  supplementary  to  as¬ 
certainment  of  the  general  public. 

54.  To  conclude  this  consideration  of 
public  surveying  for  renewal  purposes, 
we  find  the  record  in  this  proceeding  to 
date  supportive  of  the  reasoning  of  the 
current  Primer,  which  permits  public 
interviews  to  be  conducted  by  non-em¬ 
ployees  of  the  licensee  if  professionally 
performed  under  the  licensee’s  general 
supervision.  We  also  would  affirm  the 
general  usefulness  of  the  telephone  in 
random  surveying — as  is  currently  per¬ 
mitted — and  further  recognize  its  value 
in  any  supplementary,  non-random  pub¬ 
lic  consultations  which  the  licensee 
might  wish  to  perform.  Finally,  we  con¬ 
tinue  to  believe  in  the  validity  of  pre¬ 
printed  questionnaires  for  surveys  of  the 
general  populace,  as  discussed  in  Ques¬ 
tion  17  of  the  1971  Primer." 

Documentation 

55.  Currently,  reporting  of  “Ascertain¬ 
ment  of  Community  Needs”  is  covered 
by  Part  I  of  sections  IV-A  (radio)  and 
IV-B  (television)  of  the  present  Applica¬ 
tion  for  Renewal  of  Broadcast  License 
(Form  303).  It  requires  a  minimum  of 
three  exhibits  from  the  radio  applicant 
and  four  from  the  TV  applicant.  One 
regional  broadcast  group,  commenting 
on  the  apparent  "one-upsmanship”  in¬ 
volved  in  the  size  of  these  exhibits,  called 
for  the  Commission  to  set  a  page  limit 
on  them,  claiming  this  would 

[EJUmlnate  possible  unnecessary  material 
from  being  Included  on  the  renewal  and 
therefore  wasting  the  Commission’s  time, 
and  It  would  stop  the  mad  rush  by  broad¬ 
casters  to  have  a  larger  and  better  docu¬ 
mented  filing  than  the  station  next  door 
•  •  •  [A]ny  other  Information  the  broad¬ 
caster  feels  Is  Important  and  might  be  use¬ 
ful  In  a  future  hearing  could  be  dated  and 
placed  In  the  station’s  public  file. 

While  we  have  no  objection  to  better 
documentation,  we  must  agree — and 
have  so  stated  to  Congressional  commit¬ 
tees  Investigating  agency  and  Industry 
burdens  of  paperwork — that  the  volume 
of  paper  generated  by  government  regu¬ 
lations,  and  the  consumption  of  time 
and  resources  represented  on  the  paper, 
must  constantly  be  monitored  to  see  if 
it  bears  rational  relationship  to  the  pub¬ 
lic  mission  it  is  supposed  to  serve. 

56.  In  fact,  it  is  well  to  remember  that 
the  Notice  of  Inquiry  in  the  instant  pro¬ 
ceeding  grew  out  of  the  work  and  the 


10  We  note,  however,  that  Question  17 
cautions,  with  respect  to  community  lead¬ 
ers,  that  questionnaires  are  a  “useful  guide 
•  •  •  but  cannot  be  used  In  lieu  of  personal 
consultations.” 


recommendations  of  the  Commission’s 
task  force  on  broadcast  re-regulation,  a 
continuing  body  which  has  not  ceased 
Its  efforts  to  assure  that  every  one  of  the 
Commission’s  rules,  regulations  and  pro¬ 
cedures — and  the  paperwork  associated 
with  them — remains  fully  justified  as  a 
service  to  the  public  interest,  particularly 
In  light  of  changing  technology.  Although 
not  expressly  stated  in  the  questions  of 
the  Inquiry,  the  call  for  comments  on 
whether  differences  in  broadcast  sta¬ 
tion  and  market  size  warranted  varia¬ 
tions  in  our  ascertainment  requirements 
implied  our  strongly  felt  concern  for 
the  regulatory  burdens  imposed  upon  the 
small  (and  even  the  large)  broadcaster. 
As  indicated  elsewhere  in  this  report  and 
order,  it  appears  from  many  of  the  com¬ 
ments  received  that  our  concern  was  well 
placed. 

We  have  undertaken  to  examine,  in 
the  light  of  this  record  and  of  our  four 
years’  experience  with  the  Primer, 
whether  some  relaxation  of  restrictions 
and  reduction  of  sheer  detail  might  draw 
away  some  of  the  allegedly  overweening 
attention  now  devoted  to  the  methodol¬ 
ogy  of  ascertainment,  in  order  to  place 
the  focus  where  it  really  belongs,  especi¬ 
ally  for  the  renewal  applicant:  upon  the 
licensee’s  obligations  to  discover  and  ful¬ 
fill  the  problems  and  needs  of  his  com¬ 
munity.  We  think  such  an  approach  is 
inherently  faithful  to  the  1960  Program¬ 
ming  Policy  Statement,  supra,  from 
which  recent  ascertainment  philosophy 
springs. 

57.  The  documentation  we  suggest  in 
support  of  the  ascertainment  revisions 
here  proposed  for  non-exempt  renewal 
applicants  (see  paragraph  67,  Infra)  re¬ 
duces  the  number  of  exhibits  required 
for  filing  with  the  Commission  to  two. 
Moreover,  since  each  exhibit  ordinarily 
would  be  composed  entirely  of  three 
checklists,  it  is  not  likely  to  become  so 
voluminous  as  to  require  page  limita¬ 
tions.11  The  first  of  these  exhibits  would  * 
contain  annual  checklists  of  community 
leaders  contacted  in  each  year  of  the 
current  license  term.  (See  Appendix  C) 
Other  documentation  of  community 
leader  consultations  usually  would  not 
have  to  be  filed  with  the  Commission 
but  could  simply  be  retained  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  file  at  the  broadcast  station.  This 
locally  deposited  Information,  fully  and 
timely  accessible  to  the  public,  would  In¬ 
clude:  name  and  address  of  the  leader 
contacted;  the  group  or  organization  or 
interest  he  or  she  represents,  and  any 
title  or  position  held  in  this  connection; 
the  date,  time  and  place  of  the  contact; 
the  name  of  the  licensee  representative 
carrying  out  the  consultation  (plus  that 
representative’s  supervisor,  if  the  repre¬ 
sentative  is  not  a  principal  or  manager) ; 
the  problems,  needs  and  interests  identi¬ 
fied  by  the  consultation;  and  the  date  of 
review  of  the  completed  record  of  con¬ 
sultation  by  a  principal  or  manager  of 
the  licensee.  (See  Appendix  A  for  rule 
changes  involved.)  In  this  regard,  the 
Commission  is  offering  a  sample  com¬ 
munity  leader  contact  form,  in  partial 


u  Except  as  proposed  In  the  new  matter 
of  i  1 .626  (a)  (9) ,  Appendix  A. 
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response  to  the  suggestion,  eg.,  of  the 
American  Broadcasting  Company  that 
we  adopt  “a  standardized  reporting  tech¬ 
nique.”  Our  Interest  in  facilitating  ths 
exercise  of  licensee  discretion  stops  ns 
short  of  imposing  undue  uniformity,  but 
we  offer  the  sample  contact  form  for 
whatever  assistance  it  may  provide.  (Ap¬ 
pendix  D) 

58.  Hie  second  set  of  three  annual 
checklists  proposed  as  an  exhibit  for  the 
renewal  application’s  ascertainment  sec¬ 
tion  involves  new  lists — requested  of  all 
licensees — of  problems  identified  through 
community  consultations  and  of  illustra¬ 
tive  programming  offered  to  meet  these 
problems.  To  the  extent  that  this  does 
represent  some  slight  imposition  upon  the 
licensee,  we  feel  it  is  justified  in  the 
light  of  our  general  endorsement  of  “con¬ 
tinuous”  ascertainment,  and  also  in 
view  of  the  wishes  of  some  commentators, 
particularly  public-interest  groups,  for 
more  and  better  documentation  by  which 
to  evaluate  the  licensee's  ascertainment 
and  programming  performance  during 
the  course  of  the  license  term.  The  com¬ 
ment  of  BEST  is  pertinent  here : 

(I)t  would  seem  to  be  Bound  regulatory 
policy  for  [the  Commission]  to  require  addi¬ 
tional  Information  collected  by  a  broadcaster 
during  ascertainment  to  be  available  In  the 
station’s  public  file  to  aid  citizens  groups  In 
[policing  broadcaster  performance]. 

59.  Respecting  the  documentation  of 
the  general  public  survey,  the  non¬ 
exempt  licensee  would  be  required  to 
place  in  his  station’s  public  file — within 
45  days  of  the  completion  of  the  survey — 
a  brief  narrative  statement  covering  the 
techniques  and  results  of  the  canvass. 
Similarly,  in  keeping  with  our  decision  to 
retain  essential  demographic  information 
(see  discussion,  paragraph  27,  supra), 
we  are  requiring  the  licensee  to  retain 
data  on  the  population  characteristics  of 
his  community  of  license.  This  informa¬ 
tion  can  be  applied,  of  course,  not  only  to 
the  general  public  survey  but  also  to  the 
design  of  community  leader  consulta¬ 
tions. 

60.  Revision  of  our  renewal  application 
forms  to  achieve  the  purposes  set  out 
here  will  be  accomplished  through 
another  proceeding. 11  Briefly,  we  pro¬ 
pose — as  questions  under  a  new  section 
on  “programming  information” — to  ask 
the  applicant  whether  he  has: 

Placed  In  the  station’s  public  Inspection 
file  at  the  appropriate  times  the  required 
documentation  related  to  efforts  to  ascertain 
community  problems,  needs  and  Interests, 
Including  demographic  data: 

Placed  In  the  station’s  public  Inspection  file 
at  the  appropriate  times  the  annual  lists  of 
those  problems,  nefeds  and  Interests  which. 
In  the  applicant’s  Judgment,  warranted  treat¬ 
ment  by  the  station,  as  well  as  the  typical 
and  Illustrative  programming  broadcast  in 
response  thereto. 

The  Community  Leader  Annual  Check¬ 
lists  (Appendix  C)  would  accompany  the 
application  in  support  of  a  “yes”  answer 
to  the  first  question,  while  the  three 
yearly  listings  of  problems  and  lUustra- 

“  Revision  of  FOG  Form  SOS,  Notice  of  In¬ 
quiry  and  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking, 
PCX?  75-876,  released  April  11,  1976. 


tlve  programming  would  document  an 
affirmative  response  to  the  second  ques¬ 
tion.  If  the  applicant  answers  “no”  to 
either  query,  the  Commission  would  ask 
for  explanation  and  further  information. 
Naturally,  If  oar  examination  of  the 
ascertainment  exhibits  filed  with  the  re¬ 
newal  application  also  discloses  deficien¬ 
cies  or  raises  questions,  we  will  not  hesi¬ 
tate  to  pursue  these  with  the  licensee 
upon  our  own  motion.  One  satisfactory 
explanation  for  not  depositing  all  of  the 
above-described  documentation  in  the 
public  inspection  file  would  be  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  eligibility  for  the  small-market  ex¬ 
emption  from  most  ascertainment 
record-keeping  requirements,  first  men¬ 
tioned  at  Note  3,  supra,  and  referred  to 
elsewhere  above.  We  turn  now  to  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  that  exemption. 

61.  The  “small-market”  exemption. 
More  than  a  year  prior  to  the  issuance 
of  the  instant  Notice  of  Inquiry,  the 
Commission  had  established  a  task  force 
on  re-regulation  of  broadcasting,  focus¬ 
ing  particularly  on  radio  in  smaller  mar¬ 
kets.  We  alluded  to  that  on-going  study 
in  opening  the  present  Docket  19715,  40 
FCC  2d  at  380: 

Over  600  comments  have  been  filed  In  our 
re-regulation  study.  Many  contend  that  vari¬ 
ous  specific  requirements  of  the  ascertain¬ 
ment  process  are  unnecessary,  Impractical, 
unduly  burdensome  and,  thus,  should  be 
modified  or  deleted. 

Accordingly,  we  asked  for  further  com¬ 
ment-through  the  medium  of  this  No¬ 
tice — on  how  the  size  of  a  station’s  mar¬ 
ket  and  “other  variables”  might  affect 
the  licensee’s  discharge  of  its  statutory 
obligation  to  serve  the  public  interest,  in¬ 
viting  suggestions  as  to  how  “small  mar¬ 
ket”  might  be  defined.  We  also  specifi¬ 
cally  elicited  views  on  whether  such 
variables  as  market  size  called  for  vary¬ 
ing  ascertainment  requirements. 

62.  Some  comments  opposing  any  such 
variation  met  the  question  directly  and 
substantively,  for  example  those  of 
BEST: 

Small-market  radio  and  television  stations 
may  have  fewer  people  to  serve,  but  their 
program  choices  are  far  more  Important  to 
their  communities  since  they  frequently  are 
the  only  locally-based  source  of  news  and 
public  affairs  Information  •  •  •  Thus,  if 
anything  (they)  should  bear  the  greatest 
burden  of  detailed  ascertainment. 

Further,  small  market  broadcasters  are 
not,  due  to  the  size  of  their  communities. 
Inherently  or  significantly  more  knowledge¬ 
able  about  their  needs,  problems  and  inter¬ 
ests  than  are  large  market  broadcasters  •  •  • 
From  our  past  experience,  we  know  that  no 
matter  how  active  a  broadcaster  may  believe 
that  he  Is  In  the  community,  there  are  no 
guarantees  that  he  win  be  exposed  to  all  the 
significant  views  and  thoughts  regarding  its 
welfare. 

Action  for  a  Better  Community,  based 
in  Rochester,  New  York,  attributed  spe¬ 
cial  significance  to  the  views  and 
thoughts  of  groups  it  believes  to  be 
“under-represented :  ” 

The  ascertainment  process  Is  of  particular 
Interest  to  minority  groups,  since  both  meth¬ 
ods  commonly  used  by  broadcasters  to  gauge 
audience  acceptance  at  programming  deci¬ 
sions — advertiser  sponsorship  and  ratings — 
tend  to  discriminate  against  minorities  •  •  • 


Thus  ascertainment  surveys  may  be  the  only 
way  Blacks  have  to  overcome  the  under-rep¬ 
resentations  of  their  actual  Interest  in  tele¬ 
vision  and  radio  programming. 

63.  Other  comments  opposing  varia¬ 
tion  in  ascertainment  requirements  ac¬ 
cording  to  size  of  market  pointed  to  the 
procedural  confusions  that  might  arise 
from  an  “ever-increasing  number  of  un¬ 
satisfactory  and  complicated  rules.  Wit¬ 
ness  the  current  Primer  and  many  ques¬ 
tions  arising  therefrom."  (KWKH  Radio, 
Shreveport,  La.)  The  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Broadcasters  struck  the  same 
theme: 

Factors  such  as  market  size,  staff  size  and 
programming  significantly  affect  the  role  of 
the  Individual  station  In  discharging  Its  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  serve  the  public  Interest,  con¬ 
venience  and  necessity.  To  take  cognizance 
of  dissimilar  ascertainment  requirements 
endemic  to  particular  sub-groups  of  licens¬ 
ees,  however,  would  necessitate  multiple 
"Primers”  •  •  •  An  Increase  In  the  number 
of  guidelines  would  most  likely  harvest  a 
corollary  accretion  In  the  struggle  to  comply 
with  Commission  ascertainment  policies. 

64.  On  the  other  hand,  many  licensees 
from  relatively  small  communities  spoke 
out  vigorously  against  the  essential  re¬ 
dundancy  and  pointless  ritual  they  expe¬ 
rienced  in  making  the  rounds — for  the 
FCC  record — of  leaders,  citizens  and 
problems  already  well  known  to  them. 
Chester  County  Broadcasting  (WCOJ) 
of  Coatesville,  Pennsylvania  stated: 

There  Is  no  necessity  to  visit  countless  offi¬ 
cials  under  formalized  procedures  to  hear  a 
recitation  of  the  problems  hi  their  areas  of 
authority  or  expertise.  Broadcasters  are  of 
necessity  already  familiar — often  on  a  first- 
name  basis — with  local  governmental,  busi¬ 
ness,  charitable,  and  minority  group  leaders. 

Chesapeake  Broadcasting  (WASA- 
AM-FM)  of  Havre  de  Grace,  Maryland 
added  that: 

By  Its  very  nature.  It  Is  obvious  that  small 
stations  cannot  afford  the  staff  that  large 
metropolitan  area  stations  can  and  do  have 
*  *  *  Therefore,  small  stations  who  are 
conscious  of  this  find  a  real  solution  In 
community  Involvement. 

Radio  Station  KWPM,  West  Plains, 
Missouri,  expanded  on  the  theme  of  com¬ 
munity  knowledge  through  community 
involvement: 

We  continually  work  with  these  people 
on  practically  a  dally  basis  In  schools,  serv¬ 
ice  clubs,  youth  groups,  churches,  veterans 
groups,  historical  societies,  etc,  not  Just  as 
broadcasters  but  as  co-workers  In  the  many 
projects  that  keep  a  small  community  alive. 
For  us  to  schedule  Interviews  with  these  peo¬ 
ple  simply  to  have  a  record  of  such  consulta¬ 
tion  for  a  renewal  appUcatlon  Is  wasteful 
and  expensive  redundancy  for  them  and  for 
us. 

Nor  were  all  such  comments  from 
broadcasters,  for  example  the  statement 
of  the  National  Organization  for  Women 
(NOW) : 

Ascertainment  requirements  should  not 
vary  according  to  whether  a  station  is  a 
radio  or  television  station.  Instead,  they 
should  be  based  upon  the  size  of  the  market, 
the  else  of  the  station  and  that  station’s 
gross  revenues.  The  present  ascertainment 
requirements,  If  strictly  Interpreted  and  en¬ 
forced,  might  be  unduly  burdensome  to  some 
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of  the  small  radio  and  television  broadcasting 
stations. 

65.  Despite  their  differences,  comments 
on  both  sides  of  the  question  of  varying 
ascertainment  requirements  agree  on 
certain  basic  points.  No  one,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  whatever  the  refinements  of  his  po¬ 
sition,  is  arguing  for  an  end  to  ascer¬ 
tainment  as  such.  The  small-community 
broadcasters  quoted  at  paragraph  64, 
supra,  contend  that  they  always  have 
ascertained,  and  always  will,  in  a  very 
natural  way  that  makes  the  1971  Prim¬ 
er’s  formal  guidelines,  when  applied  to 
them,  unnecessarily  ritualistic  and  re¬ 
dundant.  BEST  expresses  doubts  that 
this  organic,  small-town  process  de¬ 
scribed  by  the  broadcasters  makes  them 
“inherently  or  significantly  more  knowl¬ 
edgeable”  than  their  large-market  coun¬ 
terparts,  and  argues  that  Primer-style 
ascertainment  still  is  needed  to  fill  in¬ 
evitable  gaps  of  knowledge  and  to  guard 
against  a  licensee’s  refusal  to  educate 
himself  voluntarily.  Another  ground  of 
agreement  by  respondents  on  both  sides 
of  the  question  concerns  the  complexity 
of  any  Primer-like  guidelines.  For  the 
NAB,  this  inescapable  complexity  is  so 
burdensome  as  to  militate  against  the 
success  of  any  effort  to  prescribe  differ¬ 
ing  ascertainments  for  different-sized 
markets.  Many  small-market  broadcast¬ 
ers,  on  the  other  hand,  suggest  that  the 
way  to  remove  complexity  is  simply  to 
relieve  them  of  the  formal  record-keep¬ 
ing  of  the  1971  Primer,  giving  them 
credit  for  continual  engagement  in  a 
process  which  need  not  be  reduced  to 
writing. 

66.  Bearing  in  mind  these  common 
themes — keep  the  ascertainment  obliga¬ 
tion,  but  keep  it  as  simple  as  possible — 
we  propose  to  test  the  opposed  views  of, 
e.g.,  BEST  and  Station  KWPM,  as  to  the 
knowledgeabllity  of  broadcast  licensees 
in  smaller  markets.  We  suggest  that,  on 
an  experimental  basis,  stations  in  smaller 
communities  should  be  exempt  from  any 
Commission  oversight  of  their  methods 
of  ascertainment.  We  are  firm  in  our  be¬ 
lief  that  these  stations  must  continue  to 
ascertain  community  issues,  but  during 
the  test  period  we  propose  that  the  FCC 
avoid  any  inquiry  into  the  number  of 
persons  interviewed,  the  composition  of 
the  interview  sample,  or  any  other  mat¬ 
ter  relating  to  how  the  licensee  discerned 
which  particular  problems  Should  be 
covered.  These  licensees  would  also  be 
exempt  from  record  keeping  and  report¬ 
ing  requirements  concerning  the  ascer¬ 
tainment  process. 

67.  We  would  continue  the  experimen¬ 
tal  partial  exemption  in  effect  long 
enough  to  test  it  throughout  the  country, 
namely  for  at  least  the  three  years  it 
would  take  each  licensee — under  the 
present  term — to  come  up  for  renewal 
at  least  once.  The  suggested  exemption 
would  not  include  the  annual  lists  of  up 
to  10  significant  community  problems, 
together  with  illustrative  programming 
responsive  to  those  problems,  discussed 
at  paragraph  58,  supra,  and  proposed  as 
an  amendment  to  §  1.526(a)(9)  of  our 
rules.  (Bee  Appendix  A)  As  noted,  the 
obligation  to  deposit  these  lists  annually 


in  the  station  file,  and  to  report  the  three 
together  as  an  exhibit  to  the  renewal  ap¬ 
plication,  would  devolve  upon  all  licens¬ 
ees,  exempt  as  well  as  non-exempt.  Ex¬ 
empt  licensees  would  not  be  required, 
however,  to  maintain  any  of  the  other 
ascertainment-related  records  covered 
by  proposed  new  $S  1.526(a)  (11)  and 
(12)  of  the  Commission’s  rules  on 
public -file  documentation,  including  the 
proposed  annual  Community  Leader 
Checklist  (Appendix  C)  data  concerning 
community  leader  interviews  (see  the 
sample  “Contact  Sheet”  at  Appendix 
D) ,  and  Information  relating  to  the  dem¬ 
ographics  of  the  community  of  license, 
and  the  design  and  results  of  the  general 
public  survey.  Naturally,  since  exempt 
licensees  would  not  be  required  to  main¬ 
tain  such  information  in  their  public 
files,  they  would  not  be  expected  to  file 
it  with  their  renewal  applications. 

68.  For  the  purpose  of  this  test,  we 
propose  to  define  a  small  community  of 
license  as  one  with  a  population  of  10,000 
or  less  (as  enumerated  in  the  1970  U.S. 
Census)  and  which  is  located  outside  all 
officially  designated  Standard  Metropoli¬ 
tan  Statistical  Areas  (SMSA’s).u  Our 
effort  here  is  twofold:  to  create  a  large 
enough  sample  of  “exempt”  licensees 
to  make  the  experiment  meaningful, 
and  yet  to  keep  the  size  of  the  exempt 
community — as  well  as  the  nature  of  its 
environment  such  as  to  admit  of  a  rea¬ 
sonable  assumption  that  the  broadcaster 
knows  his  town  thoroughly.  It  is  our 
tentative  suggestion  that  communities 
outside  all  SMSA’s  have  at  least  the  gen¬ 
eral  resemblance  of  non-metropolitan 
environments  and  that  these  are  not 
“bedroom”  suburbs  where  citizens  might 
not  be  well  informed  on  their  particular 
portion  of  the  larger  community.  More¬ 
over,  we  believe  the  choice  of  “commu¬ 
nity  of  license”  population  to  be  not  only 
justifiable  but  convenient.  First,  the 
broadcaster’s  chief  obligation  is  to  his 
community  of  license.  Second,  official 
city  and  county  data  is  readily  available 
from  Census  Bureau  publications,  while 
figures  for  broadcast  service  areas  are 
not  so  easily  obtained  nor  readily  ac¬ 
cepted.  Finally,  we  understand  from  the 
Census  Bureau  that  the  process  of  defin¬ 
ing  and  delimiting  the  present  275  or 
so  SMSA’s  in  the  country  is  virtually 
complete,  and  that  information  in  this 
regard  soon  will  be  readily  available. 

69.  At  its  best,  ascertainment  consti¬ 
tutes  an  effort  to  dig  beneath  the  surfaces 
of  majority  opinion  and  conventional 
wisdom  to  discover  and  deal  with  needs 
that  might  not  otherwise  be  exposed.  We 
expect  all  licensees  to  strive  for  that 
ideal,  including  those  small  market  li¬ 
censees  who  would  be  exempted  from 
most  reporting  requirements  under  the 
experiment  proposed  herein.  For  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  experiment,  we  will  accept  as 
a  given  the  hypothesis  that  the  broad¬ 
caster  in  the  smaller  community  knows 


11  We  specifically  Invite  comment  on 
whether  the  10,000  figure  Is  an  appropriate 
cut  off.  Our  tentative  count  Indicates  that 
this  standard  would  exempt  approximately 
1900  commercial  radio  stations  and  14  com¬ 
mercial  TV  stations. 


his  town  thoroughly,  not  only  its  majori¬ 
ties  but  also  its  minority  elements.  The 
exempt  licensee  who  fails,  during  this  pe¬ 
riod  of  testing,  to  program  for  the  lat¬ 
ter — notably  the  racial  minorities  pro¬ 
tected  under  the  Civil  Rights  Acts  of 
1964  and  1972,  as  well  as  our  own  rules — 
weakens  this  hypothesis,  to  the  point 
which  may  cause  us  to  inquire  further 
into  his  trusteeship  of  a  scarce  broad¬ 
cast  frequency.  Columbus  Broadcasting 
Coalition  v.  F.C.C.  505  F.  2d  320  (D  C. 
Cir.  1974) .  Chuck  Stone  v.  F.C.C.  466  F. 
2d  316  reh.  den.  466  F.  2d  311  (D.C.  Cir. 
1972). 

Conclusions 

70.  This  Further  Notice  has  discussed, 
analyzed  and  endeavored  to  resolve  in 
the  public  interest  the  multiple  questions 
posed  by  the  Notice  of  Inquiry  in  Docket 
19715.  Under  Part  I,  we  have  considered 
the  roles  and  functions  of  the  radio  and 
television  media  in  discharging  their 
statutory  responsibilities  for  service  to 
the  public  interest;  and  how  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  those  responsibilities  might  be 
affected  by  variations  in  station  and  mar¬ 
ket  size,  station  format  and  numbers  of 
outlets  in  a  given  market.  We  have  sug¬ 
gested  that  television-  and  radio  differ 
in  substantial  and  meaningful  ways,  but 
that  these  differences  do  not  necessarily 
call  for  different  standards  of  community 
ascertainment.  On  the  other  hand,  such 
distinctions  as  station  size  and  format 
may  reasonably  affect  the  way  in  which 
common  ascertainment  standards  are 
met,  as  well  as  the  manner  in  which 
programming  responsive  to  ascertain¬ 
ment  problems  is  designed  and  carried 
out.14 

71.  Under  Part  II,  we  have  proposed  to 
apply  any  modifications  for  renewal  of 
commercial  broadcast  licenses,  expressly 
holding  open  this  Docket,  19715,  for 
further  consideration  of  such  changes 
as  may  be  warranted  for  other  kinds  of 
broadcast  applications.  We  also  adverted 
to  the  pendency  of  another  Docket,  19816,  * 
in  which  ascertainment  requirements  for 
non-commercial  educational  broadcast 
facilities  are  under  study. 

72.  We  next  have  recommended  that 
“continuous  ascertainment”  is  not  only 
preferable  and  feasible  for  renewal  ap¬ 
plicants,  but  actually  is  expected  of  them 
under  the  1960  Programming  Policy 
Statement.  Therefore,  we  have  advanced 
our  views  of  how  continuous  ascertain¬ 
ment  could  be  accomplished,  documented 
and  reported — specifically  pointing  out 
where  modifications  of  the  current 
Primer  are  necessary  and/or  desirable. 
We  have  set  forth  our  reasons  for  replac¬ 
ing  the  licensee’s  initial  compositional 
study  of  his  community  with  a  procedure 
by  which  the  essential  informational 
products  of  that  study — a  structual/in- 
stitutlonal  breakdown  and  a  demographic 
profile  of  the  community — may  be  ob¬ 
tained  simply  and  effectively.  This  infor¬ 
mation  is  then  applied  to  community 


“  We  are  seeking  empirical  data  on  the  con¬ 
duct  of  ascertainment  In  small  markets 
through  the  experimental  exemption  dis¬ 
cussed  In  paragraphs  67-69,  supra,  and  set 
out  for  comment  by  Paragraph  77,  Infra. 
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leader  consultations  and  to  surveying  of 
the  general  public  in  much  the  same 
fashion— albeit  with  greater  flexibility — 
as  laid  out  in  the  present  Primer.  Per¬ 
haps  the  principal  modification  of  the 
1971  document,  as  applied  to  renewal 
applicants,  lies  in  the  suggestion  that  up 
to  50  percent  of  community  leader  inter¬ 
views  may  be  conducted  by  non-principal, 
non-managerial  employees  of  the  broad¬ 
cast  licensee,  so  long  as  they  are  super¬ 
vised  by — and  report  timely  and  directly 
to — a  principal  or  manager. 

73.  Finally,  in  dealing  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  documenting  and  reporting  re¬ 
newal  ascertainments  under  the  modified 
procedures,  we  have  attempted  to  strike 
a  proper  public-interest  balance  between 
the  burdens  repeatedly  alleged  on  this 
record  to  inhere  in  fhe  present  Primer — 
particularly  for  the  smaller  broad¬ 
caster — and  the  benefits  claimed  to  result 
from  provision  for  more  and  better  docu¬ 
mentation  at  the  local  level  of  the  li¬ 
censee’s  efforts  to  ascertain  and  program 
for  community  problems  and  needs. 

74.  The  recommendations  we  have 

made  would  require  certain  modifications 
in  {  1.526  of  our  rules  regarding  rec¬ 
ords  to  be  maintained  locally  for  public 
inspection  by  applicants,  permittees  and 
licensees.  (See  Appendix  A)  Section  (a) 
(9)  would  be  revised  to  add  for  commer¬ 
cial  radio  broadcast  facilities  the  re¬ 
quirement  that  annual  listings  of  “what 
the  licensee  or  permittee  believes  to  have 
been  significant  problems  and  needs  of 
the  area  served”  be  deposited  by  a  date 
certain  in  the  station’s  public  files.  The 
requirement  already  applies  to  commer¬ 
cial  television  facilities.  Furthermore, 
new  $  1.526(a)  (11)  and  (12)  would 

carry  out  our  intent  (see  discussion,  par¬ 
agraphs  57-59,  supra)  that  certain  in¬ 
formation  concerning  community  leader 
consultations  as  well  as  the  sources, 
methods  and  results  of  the  general  pub¬ 
lic  surveys,  also  be  timely  deposited  in 
the  public  files  of  every  non-exempt  sta¬ 
tion.  Comment  is  requested  on  these  rule 
modifications  by  paragraph  76,  infra.  As 
we  noted  earlier,  the  changes  in  the  basic 
commercial  license  renewal  application 
form  necessary  to  implement  the  above 
modifications  will  be  accomplished  in 
another  proceeding." 

75.  With  regard  to  the  phasing  in  of 
these  changes  in  ascertainment  for  re¬ 
newal  applicants,  we  propose  that  li¬ 
censees  be  given  approximately  a  year’s 
notice  between  the  date  we  release  a 
final  order  on  any  changes  in  ascertain¬ 
ment  for  renewal  applicants  and  the  date 
they  would  be  expected  to  file  under  the 
new  procedures.  By  that  time,  we  believe 
that  circumstances,  rules  and  forms  will 
be  in  such  readiness  as  to  allow  them 
to  ascertain,  document  and  report  for 
renewal  purposes  under  the  modified 
procedures  discussed  in  this  Further  No¬ 
tice  Order.  For  example,  licensees  with 
authorizations  expiring  in  December  of 
1976  would  have  approximately  one  year 
before  their  filing  deadlines  (August  of 
1976)  to  perform  a  new-style,  continu- 

*  Revision  of  POC  Form  80S,  supra. 


ous  ascertainment.  Naturally,  as  we 
move  beyond  December  1,  1976,  Into  a 
time  when  licensees  filing  thereafter  will 
have  had  more  than  a  year  In  which  to 
implement  the  new  procedures,  the  ac¬ 
knowledged  difficulties  and  confusions 
of  transition  will  diminish.  On  balance, 
we  believe  the  benefits  of  the  modified 
ascertainment  for  renewal  applicants  are 
sufficient  to  warrant  their  earliest  pos¬ 
sible  implementation. 

76.  Based  on  the  foregoing  discussion, 
and  pursuant  to  the  authority  contained 
in  sections  4  (i)  and  (j)  and  303,  307 
and  403  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934,  as  amended,  comments  are  invited 
upon  the  matter  discussed  in  this  Fur¬ 
ther  Notice.  Particular  emphasis  should 
be  placed  on  the  following: 

The  proposed  amendments  of  S  1.526  of 
the  Commission’s  rules,  as  discussed  herein 
and  set  forth  at  Appendix  A,  as  well  as  the 
proposed  checklist  reproduced  In  Appendix 
C; 

The  proposed  exemption  from  certain  rec¬ 
ordkeeping  and  filing  requirements  of  com¬ 
munity  ascertainment,  discussed  at  para¬ 
graph  61  et  seq.. 

Interested  parties  responding  to  this 
Further  Notice  of  Inquiry  and  Notice  of 
Proposed  Rule  Making  may  file  com¬ 
ments  at  the  Commission’s  headquarters, 
Washington,  D.C.,  on  or  before  June  30, 
1975.  Because  of  the  lengthy  record  al¬ 
ready  established  in  this  proceeding,  and 
because  of  the  refinement  of  the  propos¬ 
als  herein  made  possible  by  that  record, 
we  are  exercising  our  discretion  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  receipt  of  comments  only, 
and  not  for  reply  comments.  For  these 
same  reasons,  we  do  not  contemplate  any 
extensions  of  time  for  comments  beyond 
the  date  set  out  above.  In  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  §  1.419  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  rules,  an  original  and  14  copies 
of  all  statements,  briefs,  and  comments 
filed  shall  be  furnished  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  However,  in  an  effort  to  obtain  the 
widest  possible  response  in  this  proceed¬ 
ing  from  licensees  and  members  of  the 
public,  informal  comments  (without  ex¬ 
tra  copies)  will  be  accepted.  Copies  of 
all  pleadings  filed  in  this  matter  will  be 
available  for  public  inspection  during 
regular  business  hours  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  Public  Reference  Room  at  its 
headquarters  in  Washington,  D.C. 

Adopted:  May  8,  1975. 

Released:  May  15,  1975. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission,1* 

[seal]  Vincent  J.  Mullins, 

Secretary. 

It  is  proposed  to  amend  47  CFR  Part  1 
as  set  forth  below.” 

Part  1  of  Chapter  I  of  Title  47  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  amended 
as  follows: 

**Th®  concurring  statement  of  Commis¬ 
sioner  Hooks  is  filed  as  part  of  the  original 
document. 

”  The  proposed  amendments  were  submit¬ 
ted  with  the  original  document  as  appendix 
A. 


1.  In  5  1.526(a),  subparagraph  (9)  is 
revised  and  subparagraphs  (11)  and 
(12)  are  added  as  follows: 

§  1.526  Records  to  be  maintained  lo¬ 
cally  for  public  inspection  by  appli¬ 
cants,  permittees  and  licensees. 

*  •  *  •  • 

(a)  *  *  • 

(9)  Every  year,  on  the  anniversary 
date  on  which  the  station’s  renewal  ap¬ 
plication  would  be  due  for  filing  with 
the  Commission,  each  licensee  or  permit¬ 
tee  of  a  commercial  radio  or  television 
station  shall  place  in  its  public  inspec¬ 
tion  file  a  listing  of  no  more  than  ten 
significant  problems  and  needs  of  the 
area  served  by  the  station  during  the 
preceding  twelve  months.  In  relation  to 
each  problem  or  need  cited,  licensees 
and  permittees  shall  indicate  typical  and 
illustrative  programs  or  program  series, 
excluding  ordinary  news  inserts  of 
breaking  events,  which  were  broadcast 
during  the  preceding  twelve  months  in 
response  to  those  problems  and  needs. 
Such  a  listing  shall  include  the  title  of 
the  program  or  program  series,  its  source, 
type,  brief  description,  time  broadcast 
and  duration.  The  third  annual  listing 
shall  be  placed  in  the  station’s  public 
inspection  file  on  the  due  date  of  the 
filing  of  the  station’s  application  for 
renewal  of  license.  Provided,  however, 
upon  the  filing  of  the  station’s  applica¬ 
tion  for  renewal  of  license,  the  three  an¬ 
nual  problem-program  listings  shall  be 
forwarded  to  the  Commission  as  part 
of  the  application  for  renewal  of  license. 
The  annual  listings  are  not  to  exceed 
five  pages,  but  may  be  supplemented  at 
any  time  by  additional  material  placed 
in  the  public  inspection  file  and  identi¬ 
fied  as  a  continuation  of  the  information 
submitted  to  the  Commission. 

•  •  •  •  • 

(11)  Each  licensee  or  permittee  of  a 
commercially  operated  radio  or  televi¬ 
sion  station  shall  place  in  the  station’s 
public  inspection  file  appropriate  docu¬ 
mentation  relating  to  its  efforts  to  inter¬ 
view  a  representative  cross-section  of 
community  leaders  to  ascertain  commu¬ 
nity  problems  and  needs.  Such  docu¬ 
mentation  shall  be  placed  in  the  station’s 
public  inspection  file  within  forty-five 
days  of  the  date  of  completion  of  each 
interview,  ,and  shall  include:  (i)  the 
name,  address,  organization,  and  posi¬ 
tion  or  title  of  the  community  leader 
Interviewed;  (il)  the  date,  time  and 
place  of  the  interview;  (ill)  the  name  of 
the  principal,  management-level  or 
other  employee  of  the  station  conduct¬ 
ing  the  interview;  (iv)  the  problems  and 
needs  discussed  during  the  interview; 
and  (v)  the  date  of  review  of  the  inter¬ 
view  record  by  a  principal  or  manage¬ 
ment-level  employee  of  the  station.  Ad¬ 
ditionally,  each  year  on  the  anniversary 
date  on  which  the  station’s  application 
for  renewal  would  normally  be  filed  with 
the  Commission,  each  licensee  and  per¬ 
mittee  shall  place  in  the  station’s  public 
inspection  file  a  checklist  Indicating  the 
number  of  community  leaders  inter¬ 
viewed  during  the  preceding  twelve 
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months  representing :  elements  found  on 
FCC  Form;  Provided,  That,  If  a  commu¬ 
nity  lacks  one  of  the  enumerated  insti¬ 
tutions  or  elements,  the  licensee  and 
permittee  should  so  indicate  by  providing 
a  brief  explanation  on  its  checklist.  The 
third  annual  checklist  shall  be  placed 
in  the  station’s  public  inspection  file  on 
the  due  date  of  the  filing  of  its  applica¬ 
tion  for  renewal  of  license.  Upon  the 
filing  of  the  application  for  renewal  of 
license,  however,  the  three  annual  check¬ 
lists  for  the  current  license  term  shall  be 
forwarded  to  the  Commission  as  part  of 
the  application  for  renewal  of  license. 

(12)  Each  licensee  or  permittee  of  a 
commercially  operated  radio  and  televi¬ 
sion  station  shall  place  in  the  station’s 
public  inspection  file  documentation  re¬ 
lating  to  its  efforts  to  consult  with  a 
generally  random  sample  of  members  of 
the  general  public  to  ascertain  commu¬ 
nity  problems  and  needs.  Such  docu¬ 
mentation  shall  consist  of:  (i)  informa¬ 
tion  relating  to  the  total  population  of 
the  station’s  service  area,  including  the 
numbers  and  proportions  of  males  and 
females;  of  minorities;  of  youth  (17  and 
under,  18  and  above) ;  and  the  numbers 
and  proportions  of  the  elderly  (65  and 
above) ;  (ii)  a  narrative  statement  of  the 
sources  consulted  and  the  methods  fol¬ 
lowed  in  conducting  the  general  public 
survey,  including  the  number  of  people 
surveyed  and  the  results  thereof.  Such 
documentation  shall  be  placed  in  the 
public  inspection  file  within  45  days  of 
completion  of  the  survey  but  in  no  event 
later  than  the  due  date  for  filing  the  sta¬ 
tion’s  application  for  renewal  of  license. 
Upon  filing  its  application  for  renewal 
of  license,  each  licensee  and  permittee 
must  certify  that  the  above-noted  docu¬ 
mentation  has  been  placed  in  the  sta¬ 
tion’s  public  isnpection  file. 

*  *  *  •  * 

2.  The  present  “Notes”  in  |  1.526  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  engineering  sections  of  cer¬ 
tain  applications  would  become  “Note 
1,”  to  be  followed  by  “Note  2,”  as  below. 

Note  2:  Paragraphs  (a)  (11)  and  (a)  (12) 
above  shall  not  apply  to  commercial  radio 
and  television  stations  licensed  to  commu¬ 
nities  which:  (1)  have  a  population,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Immediately  preceding  decennial 
UB.  Census,  of  10,000  persons  or  less;  and 
(2)  are  located  outside  all  Standard  Metro¬ 
politan  Statistical  Areas  (SMSA's) ,  as  defined 
by  the  Federal  Bureau  of  the  Census. 

Appendix  B 

PARTIES  FILING  COMMENTS  AND  REPLY 
COMMENTS  IN  DOCKET  NO.  18715 

Action  for  a  Better  Community,  Inc. 

Action  for  ChUdren’s  Television 
Alexandria  Broadcasting  Corporation  (KXRA 
and  KXRA-FM,  Alexandria,  Minnesota) 
American  Broadcasting  Companies,  Inc. 
American  Civil  Liberties  Union 
American  Contemporary  Radio  Network  Af¬ 
filiates  Association 

American  FM  Radio  Network  Affiliates  As¬ 
sociation 

American  Information  Radio  Network  Affili¬ 
ates  Association 

Argonaut  Broadcasting  Company  (KFAX, 
San  Francisco,  California) 

Black  Efforts  for  Soul  In  Television 
Blackstone  Broadcasting  Company  (KTBB, 
Tyler,  Texas) 


Bonebrake  and  Company  (KOCY,  Oklahoma 
City,  Oklahoma) 

Boston  Broadcasters,  Inc.  (WCVB-TV,  Bos¬ 
ton,  Massachusetts) 

Broadcast  House  Pacific  (KNDI,  Honolulu, 
Hawaii) 

Capital  Broadcasting  Corp.  (WKXL  and 
WKXL-FM,  Concord,  New  Hampshire) 

CBS,  Inc. 

Chesapeake  Broadcasting  Corp.  (WASA  and 
WASA-FM,  Harve  de  Grace,  Maryland) 
Chester  County  Broadcasting  Company 
(WCOJ,  Coatesvllle,  Pennsylvania) 
Citizens  United  for  Better  Broadcasting, 
Lansing,  Michigan 

Lauren  A.  Colby,  Esquire,  Washington,  D.C. 
Committee  on  ChUdren's  Television 
Communications  Investment  Corp.  and  Gem 
State  Broadcasting  Corp. 

Community  Coalition  for  Media  Change 
Council  on  Children,  Media  and  Merchandis¬ 
ing 

Crawford  Broadcasting  Company  (WDJC- 
FM,  Birmingham,  Alabama,  WDCX-FM, 
Buffalo,  New  York,  WMUZ-FM,  Detroit, 
Michigan,  KELR,  El  Reno,  Oklahoma, 
WYCA-FM,  Hammond,  Indiana,  KFMK- 
FM,  Houston,  Texas,  WDAC-FM,  Lancaster, 
Pennylsvanla,  WWGM,  Nashville,  Tennes¬ 
see,  and  WPEO,  Peoria,  Illinois) 

Dixie  Broadcasting,  Inc. 

Dodge  City  Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.  (KGNO 
and  KGNO-FM,  Dodge  City,  Kansas) 

Elkins  Educational  Research  Foundation, 

Inc. 

Emporlutai  Broadcasting  Company  (WLEM, 
Emporium,  Pennsylvania) 

Federal  Communications  Bar  Association 
(Special  Committee  on  Reregulation  of 
Radio)  and  the  Communications  Law  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Administrative  Law  Section 
of  the  American  Bar  Association. 

First  Illinois  Cable  TV,  Inc.  (KFJZ  and 
KWXI-FM,  Fort  Worth,  Texas) 

Fisher's  Blend  Station,  Inc.  (KOMO  and 
KOMO-TV,  Seattle,  Washington) 

Professor  Joseph  M.  Foley,  Ohio  State  Uni¬ 
versity 

Franklin  Broadcasting  Corp.  (WYSR,  Frank¬ 
lin,  Virginia) 

Milton  Friedman,  and  (on  behalf  of  WAIT, 
Chicago,  Illinois)  Harry  Kalven,  Jr.,  and 
Maurice  Rosenfield. 

General  Electric  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc. 
Golden  Strand  Broadcasting  Co.  (WMYB 
and  WMYB-FM,  Myrtle  Beach,  South  Caro¬ 
lina) 

Haley,  Bader  and  Potts,  Washington,  D.C. 
Heart  O'Wisconsin  Broadcasters,  Inc.  (WISM, 
Madison,  Wisconsin) 

Independent  Music  Broadcasters,  Inc.  (WVCG 
and  WYOR(FM),  Coral  Gablee,  Florida) 
Indian  River  Broadcasting  Company  (WIRA 
and  WOW-FM,  Llncolnton,  North  Caro¬ 
lina) 

James  Broadcasting  Company  (WJTN, 
Jamestown,  New  York,  WDOE.  Dunkirk, 
New  York,  WWYN,  Erie,  Pennsylvania, 
WVMT,  Burlington,  Vermont,  and  WSYB, 
Rutland,  Vermont) 

Jesup  Broadcasting  Corp.  (WLOP  and  WIFO 
(FM) ,  Jesup  Georgia) 

Joint  Comments  of  the  Evening  News  Asso¬ 
ciation,  Lee  Enterprises,  Inc.,  RKO  General, 
Inc.,  Time-Life.  Broadcast,  Inc.,  Universal 
Communications  Corporation  and  WKY 
Television  System,  Inc. 

Joint  Comments  of  31  Radio  Licensees 
Joint  Comments  of  10  Television  Licensees 
Joint  Reply  Comments  of  38  Radio  and  Tele¬ 
vision  Licensees 

Mr.  Ell  wood  F.  Jones,  Jr.,  Conshohocken, 
Pennsylvania 

Juniper  Broadcasting,  Inc.  (KGRL,  Bend, 
Oregon,  KACI,  The  Dalles,  Oregon  and 
KTIX,  Pendleton,  Oregon) 

KAGO,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon 
KAMC,  Arlington,  Texas 
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KERRY  Radio,  Inc.  (KOOS,  Coos  Bay,  Ore¬ 
gon.  _ 

Key  Television,  Inc.  (KEYT(TV) ,  Santa  Bar¬ 
bara,  California) 

KFAB  Broadcasting  Company 
KFKA,  Greeley,  Colorado 
KFSC,  Denver,  Colorado 
KFXD,  Boise,  Idaho 

KFXM  Broadcasting  Company  (KFXM,  San 
Bernardino,  California  and  KDUO(FM), 
Riverside,  California) 

KGMI,  Inc.  (KGMI  and  KISM(FM),  Belling¬ 
ham,  Washington) 

KHUB  and  KHUB-FM,  Fremont,  Nebraska 
KOTE-FM,  Lancaster,  California 
KPOK  and  KPOK-FM,  Portland,  Oregon 
KREW,  Sunnyslde,  Washington 
KRNR,  Roseburg,  Oregon 
KROX,  Crooks  ton,  Minnesota 
KSRV,  Ontario,  California 
KSUB,  Cedar  City,  Utah 

KTRF  Radio  Corp.  (KTRF,  Thief  River  Falls, 
Minnesota) 

KTTR  and  KZNN(FM) ,  Rolla,  Missouri 
KUGN,  Eugene,  Oregon 
KVOW,  Riverton,  Wyoming 
KWKH,  Shreveport,  Louisiana 
KWPM,  West  Plains,  Missouri 
KYOU  and  KGRE(fm),  Greeley,  Colorado 
Lakeland  FM  Broadcasting,  Inc.  (WVFM, 
Lakeland,  Florida) 

Lincoln  County  Broadcasting  Company,  Ino. 

(WLON,  Llncolnton,  North  Carolina) 

Little  Falls  Broadcasting  Company  (KLTF, 
Little  Falls,  Minnesota) 

Lunde  Corporation  (KLFM,  Ames,  Iowa) 

May  Broadcasting  Company 
McGraw-Hill  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc. 
(KMGH-TV,  Denver,  Colorado,  WRTV,  In¬ 
dianapolis.  Indiana,  KGTV,  San  Diego, 
California  and  KERO-TV,  Bakersfield,  Cali¬ 
fornia) 

Media  Statistics,  Inc. 

Menomonle  Broadcasting  Co.  (WMNE  and 
WDMW(FM),  Menomonle,  Wisconsin) 
Metromedia,  Inc. 

Midland  Broadcasters,  Inc. 

Mitchell  Broadcasting,  Inc.  (KGRN,  Grln- 
nell,  Iowa) 

Nassau  Broadcasting  Company  (WHWH, 
Princeton,  New  Jersey,  WPST,  Trenton, 
New  Jersey,  and  WPSB,  Bridgeport,  Con¬ 
necticut) 

National  Association  of  Broadcasters 
National  Association  of  FM  Broadcasters 
National  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc. 
National  Organization  for  Women 
Nebraska  Broadcasters  Association 
860  Radio,  Inc.  (KLAD,  Klamath  Falls, 
Oregon) 

North  Carolina  Association  of  Broadcasters 
Northwest  Radio  and  TV  (KWNA,  Wlnne- 
mucca,  Nevada) 

Nutmeg  Broadcasting  Company  ( WILI,  Willi  - 
mantle,  WINY,  Putnam  and  WNTY,  South¬ 
ington,  Connecticut) 

Oregon  Association  of  Broadcasters 
Oregon  Radio,  Inc.  (KSLM  and  KSLM-FM, 
Salem,  Oregon) 

Our  Lady  of  the  Snows  Broadcasting  Corpo¬ 
ration  (WMRY(FM),  East  St.  Louis,  Illi¬ 
nois) 

Pacific  FM  Incorporated  (KIOI(FM),  San 
Francisco,  California) 

Pickens  County  Broadcasting  Co.  (WELP 
and  WELP-FM,  Easley,  Souui  Carolina) 
Radio  Athens,  Inc.  (WATH  and  WATH-FM, 
Athens,  Ohio) 

Radio  WBAW,  Inc.  (WBAW  and  WBAW-FM, 
Barnwell,  South  Carolina) 

Rio  Broadcasting  Company  (KIRT,  Mission, 
Texas  and  KQXX(FM) ,  McAllen,  Texas) 
Rocky  Mountain  Broadcasters  Association 
Sarasota-Charlotte  Broadcasting  Corporation 
(WENG,  Englewood,  Florida) 

Scott*  Bluff  Broadcasting  Corp.  (KNEB  and 
KNEB-FM,  Scottsbluff,  Nebraska) 

Sioux  Empire  Broadcasting  Co.  (KCHP  and 
KCHF-FM,  Sioux  Palls,  South  Dakota) 
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South  Central  Broadcasting  Corporation 
Southern  California  Broadcasters  Association 
Southern  Broadcasting  Company 
Spanish  International  Communications  Cor¬ 
poration  (KMEX-TV,  Los  Angeles,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  KFTV,  Hanfornla,  KWEX-TV,  San 
Antonio,  Texas,  WLTV,  Miami,  Florida,  and 
WXTV,  Patterson,  New  Jersey) 

Storer  Broadcasting  Company 

Sundial  Broadcasting  Corp.  (KIBE.  Palo  Alto. 

KDFC(FM) ,  San  Francisco,  California 
Suwannee  Broadcasting  Company  (WNER, 
Live  Oak,  Florida) 

Television  12  of  Jacksonville,  Inc.  (WTLV, 
Jacksonville,  Florida) 

Texas  Coast  Broadcasters,  Inc.  (KNUZ  and 
KQUE(FM) ,  Houston,  Texas) 

Top  O’  Texas  Broadcasting  Company  (KPDN, 
Pampa,  Texas) 

Trans  World  Broadcasting  Corporation 
(WZAK(FM),  Cleveland,  Ohio) 

Tri-City  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc. 

( WTYC,  Bock  Hill,  South  Carolina) 

Tri -State  Broadcasting  Co.  (WTVB  and 
WANQ(FM) ,  Coldwater,  Michigan) 

222  Corporation  (WKQT  and  WCKW(FM), 
Oaryvllle,  Louisiana) 

Office  of  Communication,  United  Church  of 
Christ 

United  Communications,  Inc.  (KMMJ,  Orand 
Island,  Nebraska) 


Date: . 

Name  and  address  of  person  contacted: _ 


Organization (s)  or  group(s)  represented  by 
person  contacted: - 


Date,  time  and  place  of  contact: 


Method  of  contact: _ - 

Problems,  needs  and  Interests  identified  by 
person  contacted: - 


Name  of  Interviewer: 

Reviewed  by - 

Position - 

Date - 


UCLA  Communications  Law  Program 
University  of  Illinois,  Department  of  Radio 
and  Television 
WAKX,  Duluth,  Minnesota 
Watchers  Against  Television  Commercial 
Harassment 

WAVI  and  WDAO(FM) ,  Dayton,  Ohio 
WBEC,  Inc.  (WBEC  and  WQRB,  Pittsfield, 
Massachusetts ) 

WBSC,  Bennettsvllle,  South  Carolina 
WCOA,  Pensacola,  Florida 
WCRB,  Waltham,  Massachusetts 
WCRW,  Inc.  (WCRW,  Chicago,  Illinois) 
WELO,  Tupelo,  Mississippi 
Westlnghouse  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc. 
WIZZ  and  WIZZ-FM,  Streator,  Illinois 
WKBK,  Keene,  New  Hampshire 
WMFM,  Madison,  Wisconsin 
WMPA,  Aberdeen,  Mississippi 
WNAG,  Grenada,  Mississippi 
WPKO  and  WIBO-FM,  Waverly,  Ohio 
WPLA,  Plant  City,  Florida 
WPRE,  Prairie  du  Chlen,  Wisconsin 
WREN,  Topeka,  Kansas 
WROX,  Clarksdale,  Mississippi 
WSEB  and  WSEB(FM) ,  Sebrlng,  Florida 
WSOR-FM,  Fort  Myers,  Florida 
WSPR,  Inc.  (WSPR,  Springfield,  Massachu¬ 
setts) 

WYFI,  Norfolk,  Virginia 


TABLE  1.  STANDARD  METROPOLITAN  STATISTICAL 
AREAS 

Area  code  and  title 

0040 — Abilene,  TX 

Callahan  County,  Jones  County, 
Taylor  County. 

0800 — Akron,  OH 

Portage  County,  Summit  County. 

0120 — Albany,  GA 

Dougherty  County,  Lee  County. 

0160 — Albany-Schenectady-Troy,  NT 

Albany  County,  Montgomery  Coun¬ 
ty,  Rensselaer  County,  Saratoga 
County,  Schenectady  County. 

0200 — Albuquerque,  NM 

Bernalillo  County,  Sandoval  County. 

0220 — Alexandria,  LA 

Grant  Parish,  Rapides  Parish. 

0240 — Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton,  PA-NJ 
Carbon  County,  PA,  Lehigh  County, 
PA,  Northampton  County,  PA, 
Warren  County,  NJ 


Area  code  and  title 

0280 — Altoona,  PA 

Blair  County. 

0320 — Amarillo,  TX 

Potter  County,  Randall  County. 

0360 — Anahelm-S&nta  Ana-Garden  Grove, 
CA 

Orange  County. 

0380 — Anchorage,  AK 

Anchorage  Census  Division. 

0400 — Anderson,  IN 

Madison  County. 

0440 — Ann  Arbor,  MI 

Washtenaw  County. 

•0450 — Anniston,  ALA 

Calhoun  County. 

0460 — Appleton-Oshkosh,  WI 

Calumet  County,  Outagamie  Coun¬ 
ty,  Winnebago  County. 

0480— Asheville,  NC 

Buncombe  County,  Madison  Coun¬ 
ty. 

0520 — Atlanta,  GA 

Butts  County,  Cherokee  County, 
Clayton  County,  Cobb  County, 
De  Kalb  County,  Douglas  County, 
Fayette  County,  Forsyth  County, 
Fulton  County,  Gwinnett 
County,  Henry  County,  Newton 
County,  Paulding  County,  Rock¬ 
dale  County,  Walton  County. 

0560— Atlantic  City,  NJ 
Atlantic  County. 

0600 — Augusta,  GA-SC 

Columbia  County,  GA,  Richmond 
County,  GA,  Aiken  County,  SC. 

0640— Austin,  TX 

Hays  County,  Travis  County. 

0680 — Bakersfield,  LA 
Kern  County. 

0720 — Baltimore,  MD 

Baltimore  city,  Anne  Arundel 
County,  Baltimore  County,  Car- 
roll  County,  Harford  County, 
Howard  County. 

0760 — Baton  Rouge,  LA 

Ascension  Parish,  East  Baton 
Rouge  Parish,  Livingston  Parish, 
West  Baton  Rouge  Parish. 

0780— Battle  Creek,  MI 

Barry  County,  Calhoun  County. 

0800— Bay  City,  MI 

Bay  County. 

0840 — Beaumont-Port  Arthur-Orange,  TX 

Hardin  County,  Jefferson  County, 
Orange  County. 

0880— Billings,  MT 

Yellowstone  County. 

0920— Biloxl-Gulfport,  MS 

Hancock  County,  Harrison  County, 
Stone  County. 

0960 — Binghamton,  NY-PA 

Broome  County,  NY,  Tioga  County, 
NY,  Susquehanna,  PA. 

1000 — Birmingham,  AL 

Jefferson  County,  St.  Clair  County, 
Shelby  County,  Walker  County. 

1040 — Bloomington-Normal,  IL 
McLean  County. 

1080 — Boise  City,  ID 
Ada  County. 

1120— Boston,  MA 

Essex  County  (part);  Beverly  city, 
Lynn  city,  Peabody  city,  Salem 
city,  Boxford  town,  Danvers 
town,  Hamilton  town,  Lynnfield 
town,  Manchester  town,  Marble¬ 
head  town,  Middleton  town,  Na- 
hant  town,  Saugus  town,  Swamp- 
scott  town,  Topsfleld  town,  Wen- 
ham  town. 


Appendix  C— Sample — community  leader  annual  checklist 


Institution/element  Number  Not  applicable  (explain  briefly) 


1.  Government  (local,  county,  State  and  Federal) - - 

2.  Business - - - - - 

3.  Labor _ _ _ 

4.  Agriculture - - - - - - — - 

6.  Education _ 

6.  Professions _ _ _ _ 

7.  Charities . — . — . 

8.  Civic,  Neighborhood  and  Fraternal  Organizations . 

9.  Public  safety,  health,  and  welfare - - - 

10.  Recreation _ _ 

11.  Environment _ _ 

12.  Organizations  of  and  for  youth  and  students . . . . 

13.  Organizations  of  and  for  the  elderly - - - 

14.  Religion - - - - 

16.  Minority  and  ethnic  groups - - - - - 

16.  Organizations  of  and  for  women _ _ 

17.  Military . 

18.  Culture . . . . . 

19.  Consumer  Services - - - - - - - — 

While  the  following  are  not  regarded  as  separate  community  elements  for 
purposes  of  this  survey,  Indicate  the  number  of  leaders  Interviewed 
in  all  elements  above  who  are: 

(a)  Blacks . - . 

(b)  Spanlsh-sumamed  Americans . . . . . 

(c)  American  Indians . — . 

(d)  Orientals _ _ _ _ 


Appendix  D  Appendix  E 

SUGGESTED  LEADER  CONTACT  FORM 
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22105 


Area  code  and  title 

1120 — Boston,  MA — Continued 

Middlesex  County  (part);  Cam* 
bridge  city,  Everett  city,  Malden 
city,  Medford  city,  Melrose  city, 
Newton  city,  Somerville  city, 
Waltham  city,  Woburn  city,  Ac¬ 
ton  town,  Arlington  town,  Ash¬ 
land  town,  Bedford  town,  Bel¬ 
mont  town,  Boxborough  town, 
Burlington  town,  Carlisle  town, 
Concord  town,  Framingham 
town,  Hollis  ton  town,  Lexington 
town,  Lincoln  town,  Natick  town. 
North  Reading  town,  Reading 
town,  Sherborn  town,  Stoneham 
town,  Sudbury  town,  Wakefield 
town,  Watertown  town,  Wayland 
town,  Weston  town,  Wilmington 
town,  Winchester  town. 

Norfolk  County  (part) ,  Quincy 
city,  Bellingham  town,  Braintree 
town,  Brookline  town.  Canton 
town,  Cohasset  town,  Dedham 
town,  Dover  town,  Foxborough 
town,  Franklin  town,  Holbrook 
town,  Medfleld  town,  Medway 
town.  Minis  town,  Milton  town, 
Needham  town,  Norfolk  town, 
Norwood  town,  Randolph  town, 
Sharon  town,  Stoughton  town, 
Walpole  town,  Wellesley  town, 
Westwood  town,  Weymouth  town, 
Wrentham  town. 

Plymouth  County  (part) ;  Ablngton 
town,  Duxbury  town,  Hanover 
town,  Hanson  town,  Hlngham 
town,  Hull  town,  Kingston  town, 
Marshfield  town,  Norwell  town, 
Pembroke  town,  Rockland  town, 
Scltuate  town. 

Suffolk  County;  Boston  city,  Chel¬ 
sea  city.  Revere  city,  Wlnthrop 
town. 

1180 — Bridgeport,  CT 

Fairfield  County  (part) ;  Bridgeport 
city,  Shelton  city,  Easton  town, 
Fairfield  town,  Monroe  town, 
Stratford  town,  Trumbull  town. 
New  Haven  County;  Derby  city,  Mil¬ 
ford  city. 

1170— Bristol,  CT  * 

Hartford  County  (part) ;  Bristol 
city,  Burlington  town. 

Litchfield  County  (part) ;  Plymouth 
town. 

1200 — Brockton,  MA 

Bristol  County  (part) ;  Easton  town. 
Norfolk  County  (part) ;  Avon  town. 
Plymouth  County  (part) ;  Brockton 
city,  Bridgewater  town.  East 
Bridgewater  town,  Halifax  town, 
West  Bridgewater  town,  Whitman 
town. 

1240 — Brownsvllle-Harlingen-San  Benito, 
TX 

Cameron  County. 

1260 — Bryan-College  Station,  TX 
Brazos  County. 

1280— Buffalo,  NY 

Erie  County,  Niagara  County. 

1800— Burlington,  NC 

Alamance  County. 

1810 — Caguaa,  PR 

Caguas  Munlclplo,  Gurabo  Munl- 
clplo,  San  Lorenzo  Munlclplo. 

1820 — Canton,  OH 

Carroll  County,  Stark  County. 

I860 — Cedar  Rapids,  IA 
Linn  County. 

1400 — Champalgn-Urbana-Rantoul,  IL 
Champaign  County. 

1440 — Charleston,  SC 

Berkeley  County,  Charleston  Coun¬ 
ty,  Dorchester  County. 

1480 — Charleston,  WV 

Kanawha  County,  Putnam  County. 


Area  code  and  title 

1520 — Charlotte-Gastonla,  NC 

Gaston  County,  Mecklenburg  Coun¬ 
ty,  Union  County. 

1560 — Chattanooga,  TN-GA 

Hamilton  County,  TN,  Marlon  Coun¬ 
ty,  TN,  Sequatchie  County,  TN, 
Catoosa  County,  GA,  Dade  Coun¬ 
ty,  GA,  Walker  County,  GA. 

1600 — Chicago,  IL 

Cook  County,  Du  Page  County, 
Kane  County,  Lake  County,  Mc¬ 
Henry  County,  Will  County. 

1640— Cincinnati,  OH-KY-IN 

Clermont  County,  OH,  Hamilton 
County,  OH,  Warren  County,  OH, 
Boone  County,  KY,  Campbell 
County,  KY,  Kenton  County,  KY, 
Dearborn  County,  IN. 

•  1660 — Clarksvllle-Hopklnsvllle,  TN-KY 

Montgomery  County,  TN,  Christian 
County,  KY. 

1680— Cleveland,  OH 

Cuyahoga  County,  Geauga  County, 
Lake  County,  Medina  County. 

1720 — Colorado  Springs,  CO 

El  Paso  County,  Teller  County. 

1740 — Columbia,  MO 

Boone  County. 

1760 — Columbia,  SC 

Lexington  County,  Richland 
County. 

*1800 — Columbus,  GA-AL 

Columbus,  GA  (cons,  gov.)  Chatta¬ 
hoochee  County,  GA,  Russell 
County,  AL. 

1840 — Columbus,  OH 

Delaware  County,  Fairfield  County, 
Franklin  County,  Madison 
County,  Pickaway  Oounty. 

1880 — Corpus  Christ!,  TX 

Nueces  County,  San  Patricio 
County. 

1920— Dallas-Fort  Worth,  TX 

Collin  County,  Dallas  County,  Den¬ 
ton  County,  Ellis  County,  Hood 
County,  Johnson  Oounty,  Kauf¬ 
man  County,  Parker  County, 
Rockwall  County,  Tarrant 
Oounty,  Wise  County. 

•1930 — Danbury,  CT 

Fairfield  County  (part) ;  Danbury 
city.  Bethel  town,  Brookfield 
town.  New  Fairfield  town,  New¬ 
town  town.  Redding  town. 
Litchfield  Oounty  (part) ;  New  Mil¬ 
ford  town. 

•1960 — Davenport-Rock  Island-Moline,  IA- 
IL 

Scott  County,  IA,  Henry  County, 
IL,  Rock  Island  County,  IL. 

2000— Dayton,  OH 

Greene  County,  Miami  Oounty, 
Montgomery  County,  Preble 
Oounty. 

2020 — Daytona  Beach,  FL 
Volusia  Oounty. 

2040 — Decatur,  IL 

Macon  County. 

2080 — Denver-Boulder,  CO 

Adams  County,  Arapahoe  County, 
Boulder  County,  Denver  County, 
Douglas  County,  Gilpin  County, 
Jefferson  County. 

2120 — Des  Moines,  IA 

Polk  County,  Warren  County. 

2160 — Detroit,  MI 

Lapeer  County,  Livingston  County, 
Macomb  Oounty,  Oakland 
County,  St.  Clair  Oounty,  Wayne 
County. 

2200 — Dubuque,  IA 

Dubuque  County. 

2240 — Duluth-Superior,  MN-WI 

St.  Louis  County,  MN,  Douglas 
County,  WI 

2280—  (Deleted)  See  6640. 


Area  code  and  title 

2320— El  Paso,  TX 

El  Paso  County. 

2335 — Elmira,  NY 

Chemung  County. 

2360— Erie,  PA 

Erie  County. 

2400 — Eugene-Sprlngfleld,  OR 
Lane  County. 

2440 — Evansville,  IN-KY 

Gibson  County,  IN,  Posey  County, 
IN,  Vanderburgh  County,  IN, 
Warrick  County,  IN,  Henderson 
County,  KY. 

2480— Fall  River,  MA-RI 

Bristol  County  (part) ,  MA,  Fall 
River  city,  Dlghton  town,  Somer¬ 
set  town,  Swansea  town,  West- 
port  town. 

Newport  County  (part),  RI,  Little 
Compton  town,  Portsmouth  town, 
Tiverton  town. 

2520 — Fargo-Moorhead,  ND-MN 

Cass  County,  ND,  Clay  County,  MN. 

2560 — Fayetteville,  NC 

Cumberland  County. 

2580 — Fayettevllle-Sprlngdale,  AR 

Benton  County,  Washington  Coun¬ 
ty. 

2600 — Fltchburg-Leomlnster,  MA 

Middlesex  County  (part),  Shirley 
town,  Townsend  town. 

Worcester  County  (part) ,  Fitch¬ 
burg  city,  Leominster  city, 
Lunenburg  town,  Westminster 
town. 

2640— Flint,  MI 

Genesee  County,  Shiawassee  Coun¬ 
ty  • 

2650 — Florence,  AL 

Colbert  County,  Lauderdale  Coun¬ 
ty. 

2680 — Fort  Lauderdale- Hollywood,  FL 
Broward  County. 

2700 — Fort  Myers,  FL 
Lee  County. 

2720— Fort  Smith,  AR-OK 

Crawford  County,  AR,  Sebastian 
County,  AR,  Le  Flore  County,  OK. 

2760 — Fort  Wayne,  IN 

Adams  County,  Allen  County,  De 
Kalb  County,  Wells  County. 

2800— (Deleted)  See  1920. 

2840 — Fresno,  CA 

Fresno  County. 

2880 — Gadsden,  AL 

Etowah  County. 

2900 — Gainesville,  FL 

Alachua  County. 

2920 — Galveston-Texas  City,  TX 
Galveston  County. 

2960 — Gary -Hammond -East  Chicago,  IN 
Lake  County,  Porter  County. 

2970— (Deleted)  See  1620. 

3000 — Grand  Rapids,  MI 

Kent  County,  Ottawa  County. 

3040— Great  Falla.  MT 

Cascade  County. 

8080 — Green  Bay,  WI 

Brown  County. 

8120 — Greensboro  -  Winston  -  Salem  -  High 
Point,  NO 

Davidson  County,  Forsyth  County, 
Guilford  County,  Randolph 
County,  Stokes  County,  Yadkin 
County. 

8160 — Greenville-Spartanburg,  SC 

Greenville  County,  Pickens  County, 
Spartanburg  County. 

3200 — Hamilton -Middletown,  OH 
Butler  County. 

8240 — Harrisburg,  PA 

Cumberland  County,  Dauphin 
County,  Perry  County. 
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22106 


PROPOSED  RULES 


Area  code  and  title 

3280 — Hartford,  CT 

Hartford  County  (part);  Hartford 
city,  Avon  town,  Bloomfield 
town.  Canton  town,  East  Gran¬ 
by  town.  East  Hartford  town, 
East  Windsor  town,  Enfield  town, 
Farmington  town,  Glastonbury 
town,  Granby  town,  Manchester 
town,  Marlborough  town,  New¬ 
ington  town.  Rocky  Hill  town, 
Simsbury  town.  South  Windsor 
town,  Suffield  town,  West  Hart¬ 
ford  town,  Wethersfield  town, 
Windsor  town,  Windsor  Locks 
town. 

Litchfield  County  (part);  New 
Hartford  town. 

Middlesex  County  (part) ;  Cromwell 
town.  East  Hampton  town,  Port¬ 
land  town. 

New  London  County  (part);  Col¬ 
chester  town. 

Tolland  County  (part);  Andover 
town,  Bolton  town,  Columbia  town, 
Coventry  town,  Ellington  town, 
Hebron  town,  Stafford  town,  Tol¬ 
land  town,  Vernon  town,  Willing- 
ton  town. 

3320 — Honolulu,  HI 

Honolulu  County. 

3360 — Houston,  TX 

Brazoria  County,  Fort  Bend  Coun¬ 
ty,  Harris  County,  Liberty  Coun¬ 
ty,  Montgomery  County,  Waller 
County. 

3400 — Huntlngton-Ashland,  WV-KY-OH 

Cabell  County,  WV;  Wayne  County, 
WV;  Boyd  County,  KY;  Greenup 
County,  KY;  Lawrence  County, 
OH. 

3440 — Huntsville,  AL 

Limestone  County,  Madison  Coun¬ 
ty,  Marshall  County. 

3480 — Indianapolis,  IN 

Boone  County,  Hamilton  County, 
Hancock  County,  Hendricks 
County,  Johnson  County,  Marlon 
County,  Morgan  County,  Shelby 
County. 

3520 — Jackson,  MI 

Jackson  County. 

3560 — Jackson,  MS 

Hinds  County,  Rankin  County. 

3600 — Jacksonville,  FL 

Baker  County,  Clay  County,  Duval 
County,  Nassau  County,  St.  Johns 
County. 

3640 — Jersey  City,  NJ 

Hudson  County. 

3680 — Johnstown,  PA 

Cambria  County,  Somerset  County. 

3720 — Kalamazoo-Portage,  MI 

Kalamazoo  County,  Van  Buren 
County. 

3760 — Kansas  City,  MO-KS 

Cass  County,  MO;  Clay  County,  MO; 
Jackson  County,  MO;  Platte 
County,  MO;  Ray  County,  MO; 
Johnson  County,  KS;  Wyandotte 
County,  KS. 

3800 — Kenosha,  WI 

Kenosha  County. 

3810 — Kllleen-Temple,  TX 

Bell  County,  Coryell  County. 

3815 — Klngsport-Brlstol,  TN-VA 

Hawkins  County,  TN;  Sullivan 
County,  TN;  Bristol  city,  VA; 
Scott  County,  VA;  Washington 
County,  VA. 

3840 — 'Knoxville,  TN 

Anderson  County,  Blount  County, 
Knox  County,  Union  County. 

3870 — La  Croese,  WI 

La  Crosse  County. 


Area  code  and  title 

3880 — Lafayette,  LA 

Lafayette  Parish. 

3920 — Lafayette-West  Lafayette,  IN 
Tippecanoe  County. 

3960 — Lake  Charles,  LA 

Calcasieu  Parish. 

3980 — Lakeland-Winter  Haven,  FL 
Polk  County. 

4000 — Lancaster,  PA 

Lancaster  County. 

4040 — Lansing-East  Lansing.  MI 

Clinton  County,  Eaton  County, 
Ingham  County,  Ionia  County. 

4080 — Laredo,  T£ 

Webb  County. 

4120— Las  Vegas,  NV 

Clark  County. 

4 160 — Lawrence-Hayerhill,  MA-NH 

Essex  County  (part) ,  MA;  Lawrence 
city,  Haverhill  city,  Amesbury 
town,  Andover  town,  Georgetown 
town,  Groveland  town,  Merrlmac 
town,  Methuen  town,  North 
Andover  town,  Salisbury  town, 
West  Newbury  town. 

Rockingham  County  (part),  NH; 
Atkinson  town,  Hampstead  town, 
Kingston  town,  Newton  town, 
Plaistow  town,  Salem  town, 
Windham  town. 

4200 — Lawton,  OK 

Comanche  County. 

4240 — Lewiston-Auburn,  ME 

Androscoggin  County  (part);  Au¬ 
burn  city,  Lewiston  city,  Lisbon 
town. 

*4280 — Lexlngton-Fayette,  KY 

Bourbon  County,  Clark  County, 
Fayette  County,  Jessamine  Coun¬ 
ty,  Scott  County,  Woodford 
County. 

4320— Lima,  OH 

Allen  County,  Auglaize  County, 
Putnam  County,  Van  Wert 
County. 

4360 — Lincoln,  NE 

Lancaster  County. 

4400— Little  Rock-North  Little  Rock,  AR 
Pulaski  County,  Saline  County. 

4410 — Long  Branch -Asbury  Park,  NJ 
Monmouth  County. 

4440 — Lorain-Elyria,  OH 
Lorain  County. 

4480 — Los  Angeles-Long  Beach,  CA 
Los  Angeles  County. 

4520— Louisville,  KY-IN 

Bullitt  County,  KY,  Jefferson 
*  County,  KY,  Oldham  County, 
KY,  Clark  County,  IN,  Floyd 
County,  IN. 

4560— Lowell,  MA-NH 

Middlesex  County  (part) ,  MA; 
Lowell  City,  Billerica  town, 
Chelmsford  town,  Dracut  town, 
Tewksbury  town,  Tyngsborough 
town,  Westford  town. 
Hillsborough  County  (part) ,  NH; 
Pelham  town. 

4600— Lubbock,  TX 

Lubbock  County. 

4640 — Lynchburg,  Va. 

Lynchburg  city,  Amherst  County, 
Appomattox  County,  Campbell 
County. 

4680 — Macon,  Ga. 

Bibb  County,  Houston  County, 
Jones  County,  Twiggs  County. 

4720 — Madison,  WI 

Dane  County. 

4760 — Manchester,  NH 

Hillsborough  County  (part);  Man¬ 
chester  city,  Bedford  town,  Goffs- 
town  town. 

Merrimack  County  (part);  Allens- 
town  town,  Hooksett  town,  Pem¬ 
broke  town. 

Rockingham  County  (part);  Derry 
town,  Londonderry  town. 


Area  code  and  title 

4800— Mansfield,  OH 

Richland  County. 

4840 — Mayagtiez,  PR 

Afiasco  Munlcipio,  Hormlgueros 
Munlclplo,  Mayagtiez  Munlcipio. 

4880 — McAUen-Pharr -Edinburg,  TX 
Hidalgo  County. 

4900 — Melbourne-Tltusvllle-Cocoa, 

Brevard  County. 

4920— Memphis,  TN-AR-MS 

Shelby  County,  TN,  Tipton  County, 
TN,  Crittenden  County,  AZ,  De 
Soto  County,  MS. 

4960 — Meriden,  CT 

New  Haven  County  (part);  Meriden 
city. 

5000 — Miami,  FL 

Dade  County. 

5040— Midland,  TX 

Midland  County. 

5080— Milwaukee,  WI 

Milwaukee  County,  Ozaukee 
County,  Washington  County, 
Waukesha  County. 

5120 — Mlnneapolis-St.  Paul,  NM-WI 

Anoka  County,  MN,  Carver  County, 
MN,  Chisago  County,  MN,  Da¬ 
kota  County,  MN,  Hennepin 
County,  NM,  Ramsey  County,  NM, 
Scott  County,  MN,  Washington 
County,  MN,  Wright  County,  MN, 
St.  Croix  County,  WI. 

5160— Mobile,  AL 

Baldwin  County,  Mobile  County. 

5170— Modesto,  CA 

Stanislaus  County. 

5200 — Monroe,  LA 

Ouachita  Parish. 

5240 — Montgomery,  AL 

Autauga  County,  Elmore  County, 
Montgomery  County. 

6280 — Muncle,  IN 

Delaware  County. 

5320 — Muskegon-Muskegon  Heights,  MI 

Muskegon  County,  Oceana  County. 

5350— Nashua,  NH 

Hillsborough  County  (part) ;  Na¬ 
shua  city,  Amherst  town,  Hudson 
town,  Merrimack  town,  Milford 
town. 

5360 — Nashvllle-Davidson,  TN 

Cheatham  County,  Davidson 
County,  Dickson  County,  Robert¬ 
son  County,  Rutherford  County, 
Sumner  County,  Williamson 
County,  Wilson  County. 

5380 — Nassau-Suffolk,  NY 

Nassau  County,  Suffolk  County. 

5400— New  Bedford.  MA 

Bristol  County  (part);  New  Bed¬ 
ford  city,  Acushnet  town,  Dart¬ 
mouth  town,  Fairhaven  town, 
Freetown  town. 

Plymouth  County  (part);  Lake¬ 
ville  town,  Marion  town,  Matta- 
polsett  town. 

5440— New  Britain,  CT 

Hartford  County  (part);  New 
Britain  city,  Berlin  town,  Platn- 
ville  town,  Southington  town. 

5460 — New  Brunswick-Perth  Amboy-Sayre- 
vllle,  NJ 

Middlesex  County. 

5480 — New  Haven- West  Haven,  CT 

Middlesex  County  (part) ;  Clinton 
town,  Klllingworth  town. 

New  Haven  County  (part);  New 
Haven  city.  West  Haven  city, 
Bethany  town,  Branford  town. 
East  Haven  town,  Guilford  town, 
Hamden  town,  Madison  town. 
North  Branford  town.  North 
Haven  town.  Orange  town,  Wal¬ 
lingford  town,  Woodbrldge  town. 
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Area  code  and  title 

6620 — New  London-Norwlch,  CT-RI 

Middlesex  County  (part),  CT;  Old 
Saybrook  town. 

New  London  County  (part),  CT; 
New  London  city,  Norwich  city, 
Bozrah  town,  East  Lyme  town, 
Griswold  town,  Groton  town, 
Ledyard  town,  Lisbon  town, 
Montvllle  town,  Old  Lyme  town, 
Preston  town,  Sprague  town, 
Stonlngton  town,  Waterford 
town. 

Washington  County  (part) ,  RI; 
Hopklnton  town,  Westerly  town. 

6660 — New  Orleans,  LA 

Jefferson  Parish,  Orleans  Parish,  St. 
Bernard  Parish,  St.  Tammany 
Parish. 

6600— New  York,  NY-NJ 

Bronx  County,  NY,  Kings  County, 
NY,  New  York  County,  NY,  Put¬ 
nam  County,  NY,  Queens  County, 
NY,  Richmond  County,  NY,  Rock- 
,  land  County,  NY,  Westchester 
County,  NY,  Bergen  County,  NJ 

6640— Newark.  NJ 

Essex  County,  Morris  County,  Som¬ 
erset  County,  Union  County. 

6680 — Newport  News-Hampton,  VA 

Hampton  city,  Newport  News  city, 
Williamsburg  city,  Gloucester 
County,  James  City  County,  York 
County. 

•6720— Norfolk- Virginia  Beach-Portsmouth, 
VA-NC 

Chesapeake  city,  VA,  Norfolk  city, 
VA,  Portsmouth  city,  VA,  Suffolk 
city,  VA,  Virginia  Beach  city,  VA, 
Currituck  County,  NC 

6746 — Northeast  Pennsylvania 

Lackawanna  County,  Luzerne  Coun¬ 
ty,  Monroe  County. 

6760 — Norwalk,  C7T 

Fairfield  County  (part);  Norwalk 
city,  Weston  town,  Westport 
town,  Wilton  town. 

6800 — Odessa,  TX 

Ector  County. 

6840— (Deleted)  See  7160 

6880 — Oklahoma  City,  OK 

Canadian  County,  Cleveland  Coun¬ 
ty,  McClain  County,  Oklahoma 
County,  Pottawatomie  County. 

6920 — Omaha,  NE-IA 

Douglas  County,  NE,  Sarpy  County, 
NE,  Pottawattamie  County,  IA. 

6960 — Orlando,  FL 

Orange  County,  Osceola  County, 
Seminole  County. 

6990 — Owensboro,  KY 

Daviess  County. 

6000 — Oxnard -S lml  VaUey -Ventura,  CA 
Ventura  County. 

6020 — Parkersburg -Marietta,  WV-OH 

Wirt  County,  WV,  Wood  County, 
WV,  Washington  County,  OH. 

6040 — Paterson-CUfton-Passalc,  NJ 
Passaic  County. 

6080 — Pensacola,  FL 

Escambia  County,  Santa  Rosa 
County. 

6120 — Peoria,  IL 

Peoria  County,  Tazewell  County, 
Woodford  County. 

6140 — Petersburg-Colonial  Heights — Hope- 
well,  VA 

Colonial  Heights  city,  Hopewell  city, 
Petersburg  city,  Dinwiddle  Coun¬ 
ty,  Prince  George  County. 

6160— Philadelphia,  PA-NJ 

Bucks  County,  PA,  Chester  County, 
PA,  Delaware  County,  PA,  Mont- 

"  gomery  County,  PA,  Philadelphia 

County,  PA,  Burlington  County, 
NJ,  Camden  County,  NJ,  Glouces¬ 
ter  County,  NJ. 


Area  code  and  title 

6200— Phoenix,  AZ 

Maricopa  County. 

6240— Pine  Bluff,  AR. 

Jefferson  County. 

6280 — Pittsburgh,  PA 

Allegheny  County,  Beaver  County. 
Washington  County,  Westmore¬ 
land  County. 

6320— Pittsfield,  MA 

Berkshire  County  (part) ;  Pittsfield 
city,  Adams  town,  Cheshire  town. 
Dalton  town,  Lanesborough  town, 
Lee  town,  Lenox  town,  Stock- 
bridge  town. 

6360 — Ponce,  PR 

Juana  Diaz  Munlclplo,  Ponce  Mu- 
nlciplo,  Vlllalba  Munlclplo. 

6400 — Portland,  ME 

Cumberland  County  (part);  Port¬ 
land  city.  South  Portlend  city, 
Westbrook  city,  Cape  Elizabeth 
town,  Cumberland  town,  Fal¬ 
mouth  town,  Freeport  town, 
Gorham  town,  Scarborough  town, 
Windham  town,  Yarmouth  town. 
York  County  (part);  Saco  city, 
Old  Orchard  Beach  town. 

6440— Portland,  OR-WA 

Clackmas,  County,  OR;  Multno¬ 
mah  County,  OR;  Washington 
County,  OR;  Clark  County,  WA 

6460 — Poughkeepsie,  NY 
Dutchess  County. 

6480 — Providence -War wick -Pawtucket,  RI- 
MA 

Bristol  County,  RI;  Barrington 
town,  Bristol  town,  Warren  town. 
Kent  County  (part),  RI;  Warwick 
city,  Coventry  town.  East  Green¬ 
wich  town.  West  Warwick  town. 
Newport  County  (part) ,  RI;  James¬ 
town  town. 

Providence  County  (part)  RI; 
Central  Falls  city,  Cranston  city. 
East  Providence  city,  Pawtucket 
city,  Providence  city,  Woonsocket 
city,  Burr  111  vllle  town,  Cumber¬ 
land  town,  Johnston  town,  Lin¬ 
coln  town.  North  Providence 
town.  North  Smlthfleld  town, 
Scltuate  town,  Smlthfleld  town. 
Washington  County  (part),  RI; 
Narragansett  town.  North  Kings¬ 
town  town,  South  Kingstown 
town. 

Bristol  County  (part)  MA;  Attle¬ 
boro  city.  North  Attleborough 
town,  Norton  town.  Rehobo th 
town,  Seekonk  town. 

Norfolk  County  (part),  MA;  Plaln- 
vllle  town. 

Worcester  County  (part) ,  MA; 
Blacks  tone  town,  Millville  town. 

6620 — Provo-Orem,  UT 
Utah  County. 

6660— Pueblo,  CO 

Pueblo  County. 

6600 — Racine,  WI 

Racine  County. 

6640 — Raleigh -Durham,  NC 

Durham  County,  Orange  County, 
Wake  County. 

6680— Reading,  PA 

Berks  County. 

6720 — Reno,  NV 

Washoe  County. 

6740 — Rlchland-Kennewlck,  WA 

Benton  County,  Franklin  County. 

6760 — Richmond,  VA 

Richmond  city,  Charles  City 
County,  Chesterfield  County, 
Goochland  County,  Hanover 
County,  Henrico  County,  Pow¬ 
hatan  County. 


Area  code  and  title 

6780 — Riverside- San  Bernardino.  Ontario, 
CA 

Riverside  County,  San  Bernardino 
County. 

6800 — Roanoke,  VA 

Roanoke  city,  Salem  city.  Botetourt 
County,  Craig  County,  Roanoke 
County. 

6820 — Rochester,  MN 

Ol  instead  County. 

6840 — Rochester,  NY 

Livingston  County,  Monroe  County, 
Ontario  County,  Orleans  County, 
Wayne  County. 

6880 — Rockford,  IL 

Boone  County,  Winnebago  County. 

6920 — Sacramento,  CA 

Placer  County,  Sacramento  County, 
Yolo  County. 

6960 — Saginaw,  MI 

Saginaw  County. 

6980 — St.  Cloud,  MN 

Benton  County,  Sherburne  County, 
Stearns  County. 

7000 — St.  Joseph,  MO 

Andrew  County,  Buchanan  County. 

7040 — St.  Louis,  MO-IL 

St.  Louis  city,  MO,  Franklin  County, 
MO,  Jefferson  County,  MO,  St. 
Charles  County,  MO,  St.  Louis 
County,  MO,  Clinton  County,  IL, 
Madison  County,  IL,  Monroe 
County,  IL,  St.  Clair  County,  IL. 

7080— Salem,  OR 

Marlon  County,  Polk  County. 

7120 — Salinas -Seaslde-Monterey,  CA 
Monterey  County. 

7160 — Salt  Lake  Clty-Ogden,  UT 

Davis  County,  Salt  Lake  County, 
Tooele  County,  Weber  County. 

7200 — San  Angelo,  TX 

Tom  Green  County. 

7240 — San  Antonio,  TX 

Bexar  County,  Comal  County,  Gua¬ 
dalupe  County. 

7320 — San  Diego,  CA 

San  Diego  County. 

7360 — San  Francis  co-Oakland,  CA 

Alameda  County,  Contra  Costa 
County,  Marin  County,  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  County,  -San  Mateo  County. 

7400 — San  Jose,  CA 

Santa  Clara  County. 

7440 — San  Juan,  PR 

Bayamon  Munlclplo,  Canbvanas 
Munlclplo,  Carolina  Munlclplo, 
Catafio  Munlclplo,  Guaynabo  Mu¬ 
nlclplo,  Loiza  Munlclplo,  San 
Juan  Munlclplo,  Toa  Baja  Muni- 
clplo,  Trujillo  Alto  Munlclplo. 

7480 — Santa  Barbara-Santa  Marla-Lompoc, 
CA 

Santa  Barbara  County. 

7486— Santa  Cruz,  CA 

Santa  Cruz  County. 

7600 — Santa  Rosa,  CA 

Sonoma  County. 

7610 — Sarasota,  EL 

Sarasota  County. 

7620 — Savannah,  GA 

Bryan  County,  Chatham  County, 
Effingham  County. 

7660—  (Deleted)  See  6745 

7600 — Seattle-Everett,  WA 

King  County,  Snohomish  County. 

7640 — Sherman -Denison,  TX 
Grayson  County. 

7680 — Shreveport,  LA 

Bossier  Parish,  Caddo  Parish,  Web¬ 
ster  Parish. 

7720— Sioux  City,  IA-NE 

Woodbury  County,  IA,  Dakota 
County,  NE. 

7760 — Sioux  Falls,  SD 

Minnehaha  County. 
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Area  code  and  title 

7800— South  Bend,  IN 

Marshall  County,  St.  Joseph 
County. 

7820—  (Deleted)  See  3180 

7840 — Spokane,  WA 

Spokane  County. 

7880— Springfield,  IL 

Menard  County,  Sangamon  County. 

7920— Springfield,  MO 

Christian  County,  Greene  County. 

7960 — Springfield,  OH 

Champaign  County,  Clark  County. 

8000 — Springfield-Chlcopee-Holyoke,  MA- 
CT 

Hampden  County  (part),  MA; 
Chicopee  city,  Holyoke  city, 
Springfield  city,  Westfield  city, 
.  Agawam  town.  East  Longmeadow 

town,  Hampden  town.  Long- 
meadow  town,  Ludlow  town, 
Monson  town,  Palmer  town. 
South  wick  town.  West  Spring- 
field  town,  Wilbraham  town. 
Hampshire  County  (part),  MA; 
Northampton  city,  Belchertown 
town,  Easthampton  town,  Gran¬ 
by  town,  Hadley  town,  Hatfield 
town.  South  Hadley  town,  South¬ 
ampton  town. 

Worcester  County  (part),  MA; 
Warren  town. 

Tolland  County  (part) ,  CT;  Somers 
town. 

8040 — Stamford,  CT 

Fairfield  County  (part);  Stamford 
city,  Darien  town,  Greenwich 
town.  New  Canaan  town. 

8080 — SteubenTille-Weirton,  OH-WV 

Jefferson  County,  OH,  Brooke  Coun¬ 
ty,  WV,  Hancock  County,  WV 

8120— Stockton,  CA 

San  Joaquin  County. 

8160 — Syracuse,  NT 

Madison  County,  Onondaga  Coun¬ 
ty,  Oswego  County. 

■  8200 — Tacoma,  WA 

Pierce  County. 

8240 — Tallahassee,  FL 

Leon  County,  Wakulla  County. 


Area  code  and  title 

8280 — Tampa-St.  Petersburg,  FL 

Hillsborough  County,  Pasco  Coun¬ 
ty,  Pinellas  County. 

8320 — Terre  Haute,  IN 

Clay  County,  Sullivan  County,  Ver¬ 
million  County,  Vigo  County. 

8360 — Texarkana,  TX-Texarkana,  AR 

Bowie  County,  TX,  Little  River 
County,  AR,  Miller  County,  AR. 

8400— Toledo,  OH-MI 

Fulton  County,  OH,  Lucas  County, 
OH,  Ottawa  County,  OH,  Wood 
County,  OH,  Monroe  County,  MI. 

8440— Topeka,  KS 

Jefferson  County,  Osage  County, 
Shawnee  County. 

8480 — Trenton,  NJ 

Mercer  County. 

8520 — Tucson,  AZ 

Pima  County. 

8560— Tulsa,  OK 

Creek  County,  Mayes  County,  Osage 
County,  Rogers  County,  Tulsa 
County,  Wagoner  County. 

8600 — Tuscaloosa,  AL 

Tuscaloosa  County. 

8640 — Tyler,  TX 

Smith  County. 

8680— Utica -Rome,  NY 

Herkimer  County,  Oneida  County. 

8720 — Vallejo-Falrfleld-Napa,  CA 

Napa  County,  Solano  County. 

*8760 — Vlneland-Millvllle-Brldgeton,  NJ 
Cumberland  County. 

8800 — Waco,  TX 

McLennan  County. 

•8840 — Washington,  DC-MD-VA 

District  of  Columbia,  Charles  Coun¬ 
ty,  MD,  Montgomery  County,  MD, 
Prince  Georges  County,  MD,  Alex¬ 
andria  city,  VA,  Fairfax  city,  VA, 
Falls  Church  city,  VA,  Arlington 
County,  VA,  Fairfax  County,  VA, 
Loudoun  County,  VA,  Prince  Wil¬ 
liam  County,  VA. 

8880 — Waterbury,  CT 

Litchfield  County  (part);  Thomas- 
ton  town,  Watertown  town, 
Woodbury  town. 


Area  code  and  title 
8880 — Waterbury,  CT — Conitnued 

New  Haven  County  (part) ;  Water¬ 
bury  city,  Naugatuck  borough. 
Beacon  Falls  town,  Cheshire 
town,  Mlddlebury  town,  Prospect 
town,  Southbury  town,  Wolcott 
town. 

8920 — Waterloo-Cedar  Falls,  IA 
Black  Hawk  County. 

8960 — West  Palm  Beach-Boca  Raton,  FL 
Palm  Beach  County. 

9000— Wheeling,  WV-QH 

Marshal  County,  WV,  Ohio  County, 
WV,  Belmont  County,  OH. 

9040— Wichita,  KS 

Butler  County,  Sedgwick  County. 

9080— Wichita  Falls,  TX 

Clay  County,  Wichita  County. 

9120— (Deleted)  See  5745 

9140— Williamsport,  PA. 

Lycoming  County. 

9160— Wilmington,  DE-NJ-MD 

New  Castle  County,  DE,  Salem 
County,  NJ,  Cecil  County,  MD. 

9200— Wilmington,  NC 

Brunswick  Coun$£,  New  Hanover 
County. 

9240 — Worcester.  MA 

Worcester  County  (part);  Worcester 
city,  Auburn  town,  Berlin  town, 
Boylston  town,  Brookfield  town, 
Charlton  town.  East  Brookfield 
town,  Grafton  town,  Holden  town, 
Leicester  town,  Millbury  town, 
Northborough  town,  Northbridge 
town.  North  Brookfield  town,  Ox¬ 
ford  town,  Paxton  town,  Shrews¬ 
bury  town,  Spencer  town.  Sterling 
town,  Sutton  town,  Upton  town, 
Uxbridge  town,  Webster  town, 
Westborough  town,  West  Boylston 
town. 

9260 — T akiipa,  WA 

Yakima  County. 

9280— York,  PA 

Adams  County,  York  County. 

9320 — Youngs  to  wn-Warren,  OH 

Mahoning  County,  Trumbull  Coun¬ 
ty. 

[FR  Doc.75-12862  Filed  5-19-75; 8;  46  am] 
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